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ABSTRACT 


The enclosed. study reports the investigation into the 
relationship between the quality of writing on composition examinations 
and topic selection, outlining, rough drafting and revision. A random 
sample of 13/72 grade twelve students' essays was obtained from a 
population of 12,695. The papers were marked holistically on a 
4-point scale by marking teams of grade twelve English teachers. A 
stratified random subsample of 144 papers was identified for analysis 
of revision categories used by the students. A dozen papers were 
analyzed initially to determine the revision categories which students 
used in making changes between their rough and final drafts. These 
categories were identified as_ mechanical, lexical, syntactic, 
stylistic, figurative and rhetorical. 

A number of questions were asked: Does topic selection affect 
the final score obtained on an essay and, if so, how? Does the 
selection of topic affect the type or amount of revision made between 
a rough and final draft and, if so, how? Do students who use an 
outline and/or a rough draft score higher than those who do not? What 
revision occurs between a rough and final draft on essay tests and 
does this revision differ substantively with respect to high- and 
low-scored essays? Data were compiled on the number of essays written 
on each topic and the scores obtained, the amount of revision carried 
out relative to each category for each topic and score, and the number 
of essays employing an outline and/or a rough draft. Chi-square 
analysis was conducted to determine the significance of topic 


selection relative to score, revision relative to topic selection, 
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outlining/rough drafting relative to score, and revision relative to 
score. A qualitative analysis of topic selection, outlining/rough 
drafting processes and revision techniques was also undertaken. 

Significant relationships were shown to exist between the essay 
topic selected from a number of topics and the score obtained, and 
between the use of an outline and rough draft together and the score 
obtained. The number of high scores that a particular topic received 
was inversely proportional to the frequency of that topic's selection. 
Although outlining and rough drafting techniques varied considerably, 
students who used them in conjunction scored significantly higher than 
students who did not. 

No significant relationships were shown to.exist between the 
topic selected and the amount of revision conducted, nor between the 
amount and type of revision and the score obtained. However, 
qualitative analysis of the revisions relative to score did suggest a 
qualitative difference in some categories, particularly stylistic and 
rhetorical. 

Finally, the number of revisions carried out by all students, 
regardless of ies, abilities as reflected in the scores, was 
surprising. Weaker students revised as much as did abler students, 
and across the same revision categories. For every thousand words of 
rough draft text, students averaged approximately seventy revisions in 
writing their final drafts. These revisions did not encompass just 
spelling and punctuation corrections and neater handwriting, they 
incorporated all six types of revision. It was found that all 
revising undertaken by the writers could be placed in one of the six 


categories. 
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CHAPTER I 


THE PROBLEM 


Background to the Problem 

Most pieces of empirical research on the adolescent writer 

focus upon the product(s) rather than upon the process(es) 

of their (sic) writing and, consequently, do not provide an 

appropriate methodology for a process-centered inquiry. Of 

the 504 studies written before 1963 that are cited in the 

bibliography of Research in Written Composition, only two 

(both unpublished dissertations) deal even indirectly with 

the process of writing among adolescents. (Emig, 1971, p. 

19) 

Recent writing research (Britton, 1975; Christensen, 1967; Hunt, 
1965, 1970; Mellon, 1969; O'Hare, 1973) and much theory) (Britton, 
1970; Diederich, 1974; Moffett, 1968; Kinneavy, 1971) have tended to 
concentrate on the writing process but from a maturational or 
evaluative rather than a taxonomic perspective; that is, attempts have 
been made to show the differences in writing among various age groups, 
or to show the types of errors students make in their writing. 
However, the writing process itself has not been fully described 
categorically--it may never be--nor has the classification of the 
components of the process been completely examined empirically for its 
message to teachers of composition. 

In 1975, at the Conference on Describing Writing and Measuring 


Growth in Writing, the following questions were asked (Odell & Cooper, 


19775 i py vai)& 


Rao wat 
togizyv sconulobp, oi po) Pothaeer te 
(a4 >ausorued ad nOGs! ret?” TORI AT (aps aon 
Mi SheVUTG ton Of) gt: 1 «bak geeis re 


7 huiprk beyssugo~s2 Are & _ 
Wi of 025-998 oa aed ate Mad « 


ate! it) . mhz: soe ce39 aa wy iC By 
a a apes 
iivtw vidoes tint faab walls 1 


, vet pula? 3 174528. akin qito-en yeiaise 


Spur see. sede’ J 7250) oosabat hoennenes Bisse 


prea I Fy) weil Sue thor TE ere sG0G4 ing lias Baa 


od) bation 3 “eval YTTHl” eesivey if fei aaol tok sexo stirs | 


‘ lerotieniad &y quia sug  earon teats S| aan Naas Set: 


vor! aiaqes46 Sek gang sbvisnbae tia Saath ws atid aera 


== 


etQhota sew euqgrtay arheas 9'3 Peis eatete? Ub ata wore o3 aba | 
sQriaraw, star? al,’ svem) enon. wiogis pia aaa | o> wede. OF 


WantSoasly witot teed) tu uéd, Tigedd ees sy aitekie odd) (pepe 


aft Ye nokseo meats ol2' ent “yoRabed xarap)) van di=ny te pene 


~ # 
wi do) ellastsiqns bentrens Vissi goog met essz01g al? 30 + tansoqwed: 


-T1OR 2 5tten aD to puasingys «> ae 

+ 

arivienet boe ariatsy pittdiyasen ap saneratno!) oft 46. Saha) at. 
7 

eimphO0'& S19b0) hoten oray éyoksganip goivaliol sf} geben dt doword 7 


: - oo dat : 


‘om 
. 
i; 


- 7 
ao we) 


1. When we describe writing and measure students’ growth in 
writing, what should we look at? Should we examine only 
the written product? Should we examine the process or 
strategies which generate that product? In either case, 
what facets of the product, what aspects of the process 
should we examine when we describe/measure so complex a 
thing as growth in writing? 


2. How can we find out how well an individual performs at a 
certain stage in his or her development as a writer? To 


ask it another way: How can we determine precisely what 
a_writer is doing and not doing so that we can plan 


efficient, focused instruction? (Italics added.) 


3. How can we measure growth in writing over a period of 
time? 


450 Howe cans) we. involves students’ in the evaluation of 
writing? 


Researchers have already made considerable strides towards 
answering several of the above questions. For example, in answer to 
Question 3, and the first part of Question 2, Kellogg Hunt, in his 
research on early and late blooming syntactic structures (Odell & 
Cooper, 1977), has shown that certain syntactic structures do not 
appear in the writing of students before certain age levels. Others 
(Mellon, O'Hare, O'Donnell) have demonstrated that particular 
instruction, especially in  sentence-combining techniques, will 
increase the early use of some syntactic structures significantly. 
Longitudinal studies to assess the lasting effects of such instruction 
have yet to be conducted, and the entire question of the quality of 
writing as it Galeees to the use of certain syntactic structures has 
yet to be fully assessed (cf. T. Dunn, 1983). 

Odell (Odell & Cooper, 1977) raises the questions: How do we 


identify the intellectual processes implicit in students' writing? 
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How do we determine whether students are using these processes as 

fully and effectively as they might? He observes further that 
- « . If we want to make useful diagnoses or formative 
evaluations of student writing--that is, if descriptions of 
students’ present writing are to be used in helping them 
improve subsequent writing--we must have some insight into 
their use of these processes. In making this claim I am 
assuming that: 1) Although thinking is a complex activity, 


the number of conscious mental activities involved in 
thinking may mot be, infinite. . . « 2) We canvidentify 


linguistic cues--special features of the surface structure 
of written or spoken language--that will help us determine 
what intellectual processes a writer is using. 3) In order 


to improve students' writing, we will have to determine what 
intellectual processes we want students to begin using, 
continue using, or use differently; to make this 


determination, we must have a good sense of how they are 
presently functioning. (p. 108, italics added) 


The research of Hunt et al. with regard to when and how students 
use certain syntactic structures has provided some of the insights 
sought by Odell. The research in this study, which elaborates further 
on the writing processes of students, examines, in answer to the first 
two questions posed by Odell and Cooper above, a written product, 
specifically provincial composition achievement examinations at the 
grade twelve level; it examines that product in an attempt to 
ascertain what writers appear to be doing in revising their work, that 
is, im taking revision choices, and) in dadentifying the, types of 
choices made. It addresses Odell's questions: 1) How do we identify 
the intellectual processes implicit in students' writing? 2) Are 
there linguistic categories present in the surface structure of 
student compositions that help identify the intellectual processes 
used by the writers? 3) If there are, will knowledge of these assist 


teachers in improving students' writing? 
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The Need for the Study 

In 1978, the provincial English Written Composition Achievement 
Test was administered to 12,695 grade twelve students in Alberta. The 
students were directed to choose one topic from six provided; space 
for rough work, suggestions for writing, and categories for scoring 
the finished work were given in the examination booklet (cf. Appendix 
A). The compositions. were scored holistically on a four-point scale 
by marking teams composed of Alberta English teachers under the 
direction of Alberta Education and university and school system 
supervisory personnel. All markers had undergone earlier workshop 
sessions in holistic scoring procedures. 

The research takes its point of departure from a pilot study done 
by Emig (1971, p. 25) who examined the assumption that student 
writers, first of all, do outline and, secondly, that outlining prior 
to composing results in writing of superior organization. Both 
writing an outline and writing a rough draft have been advocated by 
teachers as the route to quality composition. The Alberta Composition 
Achievement Test booklets, for example, provide identified space for 
such work. 

The Emig study, based upon 109 expository themes written by 
twenty-five, high-honours, grade eleven English students during an 
eight-week period, identifies approximately thirty-seven percent of 
the themes as preplanned in any fashion, and only eight percent of the 
themes as formally outlined. Emig found no correlation between the 
presence or absence of an outline, formal or otherwise, and the grades 
received. She also found, in questioning professional and academic 


writers, that there was "a great diversity and individuality" in their 
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writing practices. Do these findings hold true for compositions 
written under test conditions where revision of a rough draft, if not 
explicitly required, is at least implied by the space provided? Is 
there a significant diversity in the revision practices of students 
relative to the quality of their writing? And, ultimately, the 
question remaining is: does writing activity such as outlining and 
preparation and revision of a rough draft result in improved writing 
or not? Is it a useful activity for some students more than for 


others, or does it matter with some topics more than with others? 


The Purpose of the Study 

This study reexamined both Emig's conclusion with respect to the 
use of the outline and the widely held assumption that writing a rough 
draft and carrying out extensive revisions on it results in superior 
writing. The changes which occur between the rough draft and final 
composition of meritorious papers, those scored 4, as compared to the 
changes which occur on papers of lesser merit, those scored 1, 2, or 
3, were analyzed. As opposed to discussion of writing maturity or 
composition evaluation per _se, the research is directed primarily 
toward classification and description, based upon an examination of 
some of the characteristics of the product, which might affect the 
process leading to quality composition. The research attempts to 
further our understanding of the writing process in answer to the 
basic question posed by Odell cited above: How can we determine 


precisely what a writer is doing and not doing so that we can plan 


efficient, focused instruction? 
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The Emig study has obvious limitations: the sample is quite 
small (25 students) and composed only of honours students; qualitative 
analysis was carried out on only twenty themes, nine with outlines and 
eleven without; examinable prewriting activities did not include 
consideration of rough draft copy but only of outlines; and to 
validate the letter grade assigned by the teacher markers, Emig did 
not demand marker agreement nor measure the quality of the composition 
against any objective factors such as vocabulary use, T-unit length 
and number, types of sentences, figurative and literary devices, 
and/or the mechanics of punctuation, spelling, paragraphing, usage, 
and grammar; consequently, the conclusions drawn by the Emig study are 
of a highly conjectural nature. 

This research examines a sample of 1372 papers selected randomly 
from the total population of 12,695 papers of the grade twelve 
students who wrote the 1978 Alberta English Written Composition 
Achievement Tests. Initial examination of a random sub-sample of 100 
papers (Table I) reveals that three of the papers contain an outline 
only, thirteen papers, an outline and a rough draft, and seventy-nine 
papers, a rough draft only. 

It is to be noted (Table II) that the only 4-score papers in this 
sub-sample are those utilizing either a rough draft (two) or a rough 
draft and an outline (two). Initially, it would appear that, 
consistent with Emig's findings, development of an outline alone does 
not necessarily correlate highly with quality composing. However, use 
of an outline and a rough draft or use of a rough draft alone may 


affect composition quality. 
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TABLE I 


Topical Distribution of 100 Papers by Outline and/or Rough Draft 


_—__ooo--rOo—>::: nn nknm—n ene = =~c—~_—~— 


Theme Total # Total # Total # Total # Total # Total # 
topic of with with with with with mark of 
themes outline rough both neither i 2 3. 4 
draft 
i 22 0 bs 5 2 Realy 2m 0 
2 20 2 16 2 0 ZO tween a3 i 
3 38 1 33 3 1 Lent haa +2 
4 b3 0 9 2 2 Sect amet Cae 0) 
5 b) 0 4 1 0 Oayus 1 1 
6 2 0 2 0 0 On Za Or. 20 
Total 100 ) 79 1 5 Py JONATA 4 
TABLE IT 


Distribution of Sub-sample Scores 


Total number of themes with marks of 1 J 3 4 Total 
With outline only i Ul iL 0 3 
With rough draft only Lt 56 10 2 79 
With both outline and rough draft 0 8 =) 2 13 
With neither outline nor rough draft 0 5 0 0 5 


Total 12 70 14 4 100 
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On the other hand, two of the 4-score papers in the sub-sample 
deal with the same topic--Topic 3. Although 38% of the sub-sample 
chose Topic 3, only 20% of the sub-sample chose Topic 2 and 5% chose 
Topic 5, both of which contain a 4-score paper. This fact suggests 
that another variable may be present: topic selection. Ltt cis 
therefore a further task of this study to examine the significance of 


topic selection (Table III) upon the quality of the final composition. 


TABLE III 


Theme Topics 


Topic 1 The most important freedom is the freedom to pursue one's 
dreams. 


Topic 2 Modern society treats young people and old people in the same 
ways. 


Topic 3 Money and material goods are not necessarily the measures of 
success and happiness. 


Topic 4 Nature in Alberta expresses itself in beautiful extremes. 


Topic 5 Young people should have a greater say in government for it 
is their future that is being shaped. 


Topie 60) lt isea myth that young people are rebellious. They are.: in 
fact, of any group the most docile and the most resistant to 


change. 


Should there be no correlation between topics and scores, then 
the issue is resolved to some extent in that the topic choice is 
insignificant in its effect upon composition quality. However, if it 
is shown that the choice of topic does appear to affect the attainable 
quality of the composition, then a qualitative analysis of that effect 
is anticipated. At “this “point, topic: " selection» “becomes aia 


contaminating variable in the study since several uncontrollable 
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variables arise. That is, do weaker students opt for some topics over 
others; are teacher markers prejudiced by their having to read more 
compositions on one topic than on another? Such questions are beyond 
the scope of this study, although their existence needs to be 
acknowledged if topic selection is shown to affect composition 
quality. 

Also, to accompany the quantitative analysis of the above 
factors, a qualitative analysis is attempted to determine what, if 
any, substantive differences exist in the changes made between rough 
draft and final composition on 4-score papers as compared to those 
made on an equal sub-sampling of 1l-, 2-, and 3-score papers. To 
illustrate the changes made and the difference in changes, if any, 
which exist among papers of differing merit, examples from several 
papers at different scores are reproduced for detailed discussion 
somewhat after the fashion of I. A. Richards in Practical Criticism 


(1929). 


Statement of the Problem 

The problems investigated are stated as follows: 

a. Do student compositions which utilize an outline and/or a 
rough draft rank higher by teacher evaluation than those 
which do not? 

b. What revision occurs between a rough draft and a final draft 
on essay tests, and does this revision differ substantively 
with respect to high and low scored essays? 

c. Does the selection of a topic from a number of topics 


affect the type of revisions made between a rough draft and a 
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final draft on essay tests, and, if so, how? Does topic 


selection affect the final score, and, if so, how? 


Definition of Terms 

Holistic Scoring 

In "Holistic Evaluation of Writing", Cooper (Odell & Cooper, 
1977) points out that 

Where there is commitment and time to do the work required 

to achieve reliability of judgment, holistic evaluation of 

writing remains the most valid and direct means of rank 

ordering students by writing ability. . . . The scores 

provide a reliable (r=.90) rank ordering of writers, an 

ordering which can then be used to make decisions about 

placement, special instruction, graduation, or grading. 

(p. 3) 
Table IV provides the directions given in the examination booklet with 
respect to scoring. For discussion of a similar scoring procedure, 
see the article by Cooper and Odell (1980), "Procedures for Evaluating 
Writing ... .'' Each essay is scored independently by three markers. 
If the three marks are the same when checked by the scoring clerk, the 
essay receives that score. In the event that the marks differ, a 
fourth marker and, if necessary, a fifth marker score the essay, again 
without being aware of previous marks awarded the paper, until 
agreement is achieved among three of the markers, whereupon the paper 
is awarded the agreement score. In the event that agreement is not 
achieved after five markings, a head marker determines a consensus 
score by averaging the marks to the nearest whole number. 

A modification of the consensus mark was instituted in the 


Alberta scoring as it became apparent that a paucity of 4-score papers 


was giving a truncated 1 to 3 distribution. Papers whose consensus 
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TABLE IV 


Holistic Scoring Categories 
Directions Given In Examination Booklets 


a er ee eee 


SCORING OF WRITTEN EXPRESSION 


Writing will be scored on the strengths shown in the selection, 
organization, development, and expression of the ideas and feelings 
you present on the topic you choose. Each paper will be scored 
according to the category in which most of the strengths lie. 


CATEGORIES 


4. 


Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of 
exceptional thought and expression. Carefully chosen and closely 
related supporting thoughts and details develop the central idea 
or theme. The content is organized so that the writer's 
interpretation, attitude, and purpose are clear. The expression 
reveals a mature use of sentence structure, grammar, spelling, 
and vocabulary. Such writing demands respect. At the completion 
of High School some students produce writing of this quality. 


Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of 
proficient thought and expression. Appropriate supporting 
thoughts and details develop the central idea or theme. The 
content is organized so that the writer's interpretation, 
attitude, and purpose are quite clearly seen. The expression 
reveals a mastery of sentence structure, grammar, spelling and 
vocabulary. Such writing prompts attention. At the completion 
of High School many students produce writing of this quality. 


Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of 
limited thought and expression. Conventional thoughts and 
details develop the central idea or theme. The content is 
organized so that the writer's interpretation, attitude, and 
purpose are somewhat vague. The expression reveals a mechanical 
approach to sentence’ structure, grammar, spelling, and 
vocabulary. Such writing is usually accepted as adequate. At 
the completion of High School most students produce writing of 
this quality. 


Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of 
unorganized thought and expression. A collection of unrelated 
ideas leaves the central idea or theme uncertain. The content is 
presented so that the writer's interpretation, attitude, and 
purpose are sometimes unclear. The expression reveals a lack of 
assurance in sentence structure, grammar, spelling, and 
vocabulary. At the completion of High School some students may 


produce writing of this quality. 
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score was in excess of 3.0 received a 4 rating. For example, a paper 
scored 4-3-3-2-4, average 3.2, was awarded a score of 4. 

For this study, it was determined that only agreement scores 
would be included in the sub-samples not only for the purpose of 
establishing a manageable sub-sample, but, more importantly, to retain 
the "purity" of agreement scores as opposed to consensus scores. The 
random sample provided thirty-six 4-score papers on the basis of 
agreement. A corresponding thirty-six papers from each of the other 
three scores were selected from the random sample for analysis of 


revision changes. 


Revision 

Bridwell (1979), who was able to observe the actual writing 
activity. ofd ‘hers subjects; defined revision as "any change . sc. 
indicated by a writer in the successive drafts produced during the 
writing of the assigned essay" (p. 13). She categorized revisions 
according to the time at which they occurred: "Stage A revisions 
ee tevemade, ducing ttheswritine: ;of wWDraftel dige). so StagemBarevisions 
Seeen made on! Draftulion thessecond day $=) sfisStage Conevisions:. «7% 
maded duvine ithetwrilting tofeDraft: 2:0. ee. Mp. iel3)e ih For wthempresent 
study it was not possible to determine when changes were made to a 
particular draft, and revision is defined as only those changes which 
occur between the rough draft on the left-hand side of the examination 
booklet, labelled "For Rough Work," and the final draft on the 


right-hand side, labelled "For Finished Work." 
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Categories for Analysis of Revision 

Six categories are used to assess the revision changes students 
make in moving from rough draft to finished copy. These are entitled 
mechanical, lexical, syntactic, stylistic, figurative and rhetorical, 
and their respective frequencies are tabulated for each score. In 
order to establish these categories initially, the researcher analyzed 
three papers at each scoring level to identify the types of changes 
students were making. The categories were further refined as the 
specifics of each were established through use by the researcher. For 
example, if one word replaces another to change the meaning, it was 
coded as a lexical revision. If the same word change constitutes a 
synonym replacement to reduce repetition, the revision was categorized 
as a stylistic change. 

In _addition to mechanical revisions (Eley, 1953), three 
categories (lexical, syntactic, rhetorical), established by Emig 
(1971), have been utilized. In each case, the original definitions 
have been adjusted somewhat to accommodate the data. Also, two 
categories, stylistic and figurative, were added to accommodate these 
types of revision which were found in the student compositions. It 
should be noted that these categories, while still not mutually 
exclusive in some instances, have been found adequate to accommodate 
all types of revisions discovered in the sample. Moreover, these 
categories have been found to distinguish the more specific revisions 
identified as mechanical, lexical and syntactic from changes which 
appear to have much more to do with quality of thought; i.e., 
stylistic, figurative and rhetorical. In the former instances, 


revisions more often involve correctness and/or appropriateness of 
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text; in the latter, the revisions reflect to a greater extent 
audience awareness on the part of the writer. In this respect, these 
latter changes frequently require much more rewriting than do the 
former and, it would appear, much more thought on the part of the 
writer about the revision. 

Finally, the six categories are, to some extent, hierarchical. 
Revisions that might be classified as syntactic in nature frequently 
involve changes in level, specificity, et cetera, as well. In such 
cases, the revisions are classified according to the "highest" 
category represented by each change and recorded only once. For 
example, in the rough draft, a student wrote 


They also think that it is going to restrict their freedom 
by having to take care of an old person. 


In the final draft, this sentence was changed to 


They also think that it is going to restrict their freedom 
by having an old person under foot all the time. 


The revision is syntactic in that the relationship of the parts is 
affected, the verbal being replaced by a noun. However, the revision 
is also figurative; the concept has been expanded, cliche notwith- 
standing--in this instance by use of a figure of speech--thereby 
increasing its concreteness. (It might also be argued that a change 
in style has also been effected.) The revision is categorized once as 
figurative, however; it being the "higher" category represented by the 
change. 

The categories for analysis of revision and their descriptors are 
listed here in hierarchical order: 

a. Mechanical - changes between rough and final draft which 


involve a correction. These changes might include 
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punctuation, spelling, agreement, tense and capitalization 
changes; changes from abbreviated or contracted forms to non- 
abbreviated .or = -contracted ‘forms; e.g., "#" to "number," 
vison lt" coulis not 2! 

Note 1: not all punctuation changes are mechanical; use of 
the hyphen, for example, for clarifying modification (e.g., 
red brick house/red-brick house), or punctuation to eliminate 
fragments or run-on sentences are syntactic revisions. 

Note 2: changes which involve use of recognized acronyms 
such as NATO are mechanical; however, changes from such 
abbreviations to their full form in the final draft are 
classified as stylistic. 

Note 3: transcription errors, since they do not indicate a 
conscious revision made by the student upon the text, are not 
counted. 

Lexical - changes between rough and final draft from or to a 
single word for denotation purposes only. 

Note l1: connotative changes are classified as stylistic 
changes; e.g., politician/statesman. 

Note 2: level changes are classified as stylistic changes; 
e.g., told/informed. 

Syntactic - changes between rough and final draft, within the 
sentence only, affecting the relationship between the 


syntactic parts; i.e., changing a word to a phrase, a phrase 


to a clause, predication, subordination, modification, and 


coordination. 
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d. Stylistic - changes between rough and final draft including 
connotation, voice, level, and clause inversion which 
paraphrase or are optional in nature. 

Note: stylistic revisions might be considered as micro- 
rhetorical changes. 

e. Figurative - changes between rough and final draft, which may 

go beyond the sentence boundary, to increase or decrease the 
specificity, concreteness, generality or abstraction of the 
cext; 
Note: these revisions may be considered an expansion on the 
original text; i.e., additional modification of a term which 
is already modified, or additional sentences to expand a 
concept and thereby increase its specificity and/or 
concreteness. 

f. Rhetorical - changes between rough and final draft, which 
almost always go beyond the sentence, to manipulate the 
reader; i.e., sentence type changes such as declarative to 
interrogative, beginning new paragraphs, underlining for 
emphasis, reordering sentences, and adding sentences which 


emphasize rather than expand upon a concept. 


An Outline 


An outline is defined as "any schema related to the composition 
of the theme, prior to the theme (informal) . . .3; numbers or letters 
may precede the items, and there may be at least one level of 


indentation (formal)" (Emig, 1971, pp. 26-27). 
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A Rough Draft 

A rough draft is defined as all written material, excluding any 
outlining, which the student produced (and submitted) exclusive of the 
final copy. This usually includes all material on the left-hand side 
of the examination booklet pages in the "rough work" space, as well as 
any interlinear changes, additions, or deletions that might have been 
made to that rough draft writing during or after its initial composing 
process. Hence, "revision changes" to the rough draft are only those 
differences between it and the final copy written on the right-hand 
side of the booklet in the "finished work" space. 

In a very few instances, due either to time constraints or to the 
student's intention to write only one draft, only one copy was 
produced either on the left- or right-hand side of the booklet. In 
these cases, since the score is based on the single copy as if it were 
a final draft, the writing is treated as final draft without a rough 
draft. Word counts, based on the number of words in the rough draft, 
do not include these papers nor, of course, do these papers provide 


any revision counts. 


Limitations and Assumptions 


This study is based on compositions written under provincial 
examination conditions by a random sample of all Alberta grade twelve 
students in the second semester (or full year) program in June, 1978; 
consequently, results may not be representative of all Alberta grade 
twelve students since those who opted for grade twelve English in the 
first semester of the 1977/78 school year will not be represented. 


Also, results of this study may not be entirely generalizable beyond 
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Alberta grade twelve students. Since examination conditions 
prevailed, results may not be generalizable beyond composition samples 
written under similar two-hour time and pressure constraints. The 
time span between 1978 and any future date when these results may be 
applied could also reduce their generalizability. 

Since the sample, made available through Alberta Education, is 
privileged, names of students, sex, I.Q., and other information about 
individual writers have not been divulged to the researcher, nor were 
they available to the teacher-scorers. The revision analysis portion 
of the study is delimited further to an examination of those papers in 
the sample receiving a holistic score of 4 on the basis of "agreement" 
and an equal number of papers receiving holistic scores of 1, 2, and 3 
on the same basis. 

Finally, the possibility may exist of contamination of the 
holistic scoring procedure itself due to the occasional lack of a 
rough «draft or outline, or the selection of a particular topic, 
adversely influencing the markers. This is not strongly suspected 
however, and is checked statistically by comparing scores awarded by 
the same marker on papers with and without rough drafts (cf. Appendix 
E), and by correlating topics with scores as described earlier. The 
holistic scoring technique itself has been shown to provide interrater 
reliability coefficients from .77 to .84 for approximately 6000 grade 
seven and eight papers scored on a similar 4-point scale (Powills, 
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Significance of the Study 

Ine O78) LAlberta kducation', ofthe provincial department of 
education, introduced a mandatory, province-wide examination in grade 
twelve English. Its primary purpose was to assess the reading and 
writing competencies of grade twelve English students throughout the 
province. For a number of years prior to this date, such assessment 
had been left to local school jurisdictions to maintain without 
external influence. 

A population of 12,695 students wrote the two-hour written-ex- 
pression section of the examination and thereby provided a large- 
scale, broad-based data source from which a number of studies might be 
launched. The compositions, giving access to the live writing 
processes of well over 10,000 students, were made available by Alberta 
Education to selected graduate students doing writing research at the 
University of Alberta. To date, Dunn (1982) and the present 
researcher have utilized the materials in exploratory studies. 

It must be stressed that these compositions are not "natural" 
writing of the sort used in the Bridwell (1979) study. However, as 
the Bridwell study typifies, natural writing, and the researcher's 
concern about contamination of it while peering over the writer's 
shoulder, so to speak, introduces problems of control, or the lack 
thereof, and problems of generalizability, not to mention the problem 
of the size of sample which can be reasonably managed. A review of 
the literature on writing research suggests that the Alberta sample is 
the largest studied to date. Because of the large size of the sample 
and the fact that it was attained in an examination setting, problems 


of generalizability and control have been greatly offset. 
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Organization of the Study 

The study is set out in six chapters rather than the more usual 
five in order to examine a number of qualitative perspectives relative 
to topic selection, outlining and rough drafting practices, and 
revision techniques which were difficult, if not impossible, to 
address quantitatively. These perspectives are dealt with in Chapter 
V. 

Chapter I identifies the problem to be investigated, the need for 
and purpose of the study, and the terminology, limitations, 
assumptions and significance of the study. Chapter II provides a 
review of the literature on the composing process as it pertains to 
topic selection, outlining, rough drafting, and revision. Chapter III 
establishes the hypotheses to be tested, the design for their testing 
and the procedures for data analysis. Chapter IV reports the findings 
quantitatively, and Chapter V examines the qualitative perspectives. 
Chapter VI summarizes the study and establishes a number of 
conclusions and implications relative to topic selection, outlining 
and rough drafting practices, and revision techniques. Suggestions 
are proffered for examination of written composition, for composition 


instruction, and for further research. 
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CHAPTER IT 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


Introduction 


Rhetoric is an art because it can be reduced to a rational 
system of order. (Aristotle quoted in Pirsig, p. 324) 


Did Aristotle really think his students would be better 

rhetoricians for having learned all these endless names and 

relationships? And if not, did he really think he was 

teaching rhetoric? .. . a prototype for the many millions 

of self-satisfied and truly ignorant teachers throughout 

history who have smugly and callously killed the creative 

spirit of their students with this dumb ritual of analysis, 

this blind, rote, eternal naming of things. (Pivsies p* 

325) 

Since Aristotle, and before, the argument has ranged between 
those who would have writing taught holistically, who maintain that 


quality is inherent in the product and is more than the sum of the 


parts of the product, and those who advocate learning of the parts as 


W W 
e 


a pedagogical approach to achieving the ‘art Only recently, in the 
late twentieth century, with the combined works of Britton, Graves, 
Moffett, Kinneavy, Odell, Emig, Murray, Vygotsky, Chomsky, Langer, 
Christensen, and others, does the argument appear to have come full 
circle to pre-Aristotelian precepts that rhetoric, at least written 
composition, may be more than the sum of its parts and that learning 
the parts does not, of itself, a writer make. 

Further confusion is introduced for the struggling teacher of 
composition when the "art" is approached from the perspective of 
either the author or the audience. Birney (1972) says of creative 


writing that it "is made out of a need to record, and a hope of 


sharing" (p. 1). Both author and audience are on stage. Langer 
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(1953) asks, "Shall we judge a work of art as an utterance, giving 
vent to its author's feelings, or as a stimulus, producing sentiments 
in the spectator?" (p. 18). When she suggests it may be both, but 
that it may tend more to one or the other in specific works, she 
expresses somewhat the same opinion as Britton (1975, p. 81). He 
describes composition as occurring on a continuum from "transactional" 
to "poetic" depending on its purpose or that of its author, albeit 
Langer's concern is associated more with the relationship of art to 
feeling than to purpose. Perhaps writing as well should be judged 
more than it presently is on the basis of the feeling it evokes. 
Langer goes on to allow that "most expert critics tend to .. . treat 
the emotive aspects of a work of art as something integral to it, 
something as objective as the physical form, color, sound pattern of 
verbal text itself" (p. 18). Can these aspects be identified, named, 
and removed for study like a verb or a misplaced modifier? If so, 
does the identification, naming and study enable students’ to 
incorporate these “emotive aspects" into their own writing? Does 
identification of Britton's purposes (1975, p. 88ff.), or Moffett's 
(1968, p. 32£f.), or Kinneavy's (Cooper & Odell, 1978, p. 3), increase 
the students' ability to compose? Purposes and emotive aspects can be 
identified, and this ability should give students insight into their 
own writing. 

To some extent, understanding of the structure and functions of 
language enables student writers to compose more ably than they would 
otherwise. Granted, they need not learn all the names for syntactic 
structures to understand their use; indeed, they need not learn any 


Ww 
names to use the structures. However, when a passage does not sound 


‘ 7 - 
Pe - 
a 


~ 


avivig outktetre o% eddie feces egbet ow ttaaa” 
woot tov: gabooleT Wonks © 4a Ie gephtine? a etiie 282, 0 
tok sdtod ot ono 42 eno Gite ebm, 9) ee 
ite. =x ‘nude it seite ais +) @a ob exe Saar yh. 
719!) Gora! sé saknbgo. oem ode soteens. elt 

79" my? etheldtieas A oe SaPsrues¢ aD oe 

7 rottus ol 1G) tt. 2 Sage Bae 26 anthaaget * 
qidedottetas Oe: iw) rte basatsacad' 7" msec. 

sae hat ‘iluode Ibew re mthilew, maar 
1. gotises? sH#% +20 -nhead- hi a6. ck 

HOU So Ss eres Teéwl ind oAlie a ap aang. 

Ss 


- 


nfooqes) eh 


fe] 
. 
£ 
~ 


Pri temo a 
railine! bagon Ole A : Lao tevid Oy) 4 ton hda, ae, 
” hs ftiwnoeht “24 saasqhh deans aa ital et “ont es 

tishor Daas lgele Se NOG 90) MES yniaie et > 
nde. ofdansl  yhota baa ‘ue sider th capes oe 


anitiay nwo cviadt opm "a3 squid. ‘eoKeus" iad 


= , 


‘a4 7-y (ry af .27 88 a ever } ene YW aa tue 7 oct Saag? Dt 
me Ps 
bok <{C-.g BVOS iL Labs Saqoent piytenata to di VASE .q ,BACEDE 


et ee 
im OAY. ai sugeq ovlipma: ha acaneta4 ben aios oJ yiiftda * ae i 
oy th tein ig 9 
teoud atut ifgkant sinabpty vk MROeNe Gehlide ati ban botthainahh | 


ee 
. -gridiaw awe” 


AG BhObT on) | SAW ert oss age ‘te Spibtiasiessie -ineins snag of 

Buoy y5i> icadt vide oom nolan axertsw tebe de ‘tiloies oqnugnal 

SePse ire 54 asmad oils ihe cranky i bean qo fatness) > soe dwreddd 
; 
: 


Rae Oiuel son. basp vers Siva LY Gtedo bardexobow of asTe2oWrde 
ae 


7 " , Phy 
_ bavoe Sor’ aerot) SH Ppeseg f& now ,7 


i 
i 


23 


right," is confusing or vague or misses its intent, analysis and 
change of its structure or function, that is, revision, frequently 
enable the writer to rectify the problem. 

It is not the purpose of this chapter to burden the reader with 
the burgeoning research and speculation on all aspects of written 
composition. Only those areas which this study specifically deals 
with--topic selection, outlining, rough drafting and revision--are 
discussed here. Moreover, there has not been a great deal of 
research, such as has accompanied investigation into T-unit use for 
example, into topic selection, outlining, drafting, and revision. 
Consequently> thisvestudyrris not’ builtiauponj)a foundation t sof 
considerable research and must, therefore, be considered exploratory 
in nature. 

Certainly the concept of revision has always been elusive, its 
paradigm unfixed because of the very unnaturalness of the researcher's 
peering over the subject's shoulder, so to speak, in order to collect 
data. Moreover, the dearth of material in the ERIC/RIE database about 
topic selection, outlining, and drafting, as well as about revision, 
suggests that these aspects of writing have not been areas of 
excessive investigation, and this paucity would argue for more pilot 
research of the type attempted in this study. 

Roreiwants (of) any sbetter?’ source’ at the student level, the 
researcher is forced to turn, as Emig (1971) did, to the Paris Review 
interviews for what professional writers have had to say about these 
four aspects of writing. And, ultimately, the brevity of this chapter 


itself must stand as an argument for more research into the four areas 


identified. 


| | i 


tite Pioeviase »- one wat .nedete: yo wiferr- sh ae 
eb theaiess) inh bake 9 Ay, teas Roan w ons toaiin at A 
vrs Ett wit THE roer oy soi 
ithe debecr il) tobtag hs 4 ofl eds 16 ederim ails. toa ae Fi 
ras ivw ; roenern <[Pe a al lafyonqe rep §3594083T gat 
efge6b. ‘fisolttioaqa: buts. alla wel wAernG aarti vlad 
Sig-—rotalve? bia gakstesb. uot Bald) TH anti ¥. 
Lest =o rand 3 a aut «ot agls couvenintt iene 
f apy JIigs-T o1s!  antjsaliedval a ES anit os ‘init ‘ 
MGlalvey fea .goFI let, ppsblitsas . rolioeies” sieow a of 
af] 
vo proMatene? os fugu GO Som, "sp; ehude - wie eee 


q 
TyoIetaLexe heTeblencs. od. . see wield. , sare bac. eiyaeens 


bab, Aviarle- ised seatebe ofl. tokakver ta seoehe win + : 
@-tsuls oy ant ts ager Lety Renny So) pty fa vuumzeddbetian 
joglino of weird oly (hein eye dete ei bangin: att sid 
moda simicstab SAAT ale oF pea bi Ads wily od .vstowvant 


gnudeiva 5uéda: ‘a4 Stay! ew lanes aed bsen,| 
i se Ce ee ee oT tb esongual fens wate 


7 ; A vy e =) 
Ioi lq asta 29 “han Wutw ¢Ploys q tg0e Tris ab sap lieawith 3 we 


eehuse RE ah: basuet ta: oeigonts Fp ston 
Do Aifto: haved tuabydie exits ta ovtoon feiss “om a 0% 


: way sof 


. altel: b Pini, ah se aBhb ihn Dao HOTU) 97 hago? 


SENOS)  SBr OF bet ovauts 


pecans stv add yy ss 
7 uo ind Sant fSinone« ore 
cae om 
a PVE. easy. - 
se 


eG, oy 
D & e 2 
a 


7 


bei ye aaa 
- © oo yp 


24 


Topic Selection 

A review of the literature on the effects upon student writing 
performance of variations in essay examination topics reveals that 
such research is sparse and that most of it has been done in the past 
five years (Hoetker, 1979). One such review, conducted in conjunction 
with the Florida Teacher Certification Examination (Brossell, 1980), 
confirms that insufficient research exists with respect to mode of 
discourse implied by a topic and the syntactic complexity of the 
ensuing writing, degree of specification of rhetorical context, method 
of topic selection, optimum writing time, and provision of optional 
topics. The review suggests further that there are important 
differences between professional testmakers and language educators 
relative to topic details. The Florida experience has indicated, for 
instance, athat \the)“informattony load" + (IL).\ ofe.actopic te teritical. 
Left to make their own decisions about audience, purpose, form, and 
tone, that is, given a low IL, the writers performed less well than 
when topics gave a moderate IL, that is, an orientation but without 
specifics. They performed least well on high IL topics giving full 
rhetorical contexts. Essays on moderate IL topics were more sharply 
focused and better organized in the opinion of the researchers, 
suggesting that the information level of examination topics can affect 
writing elicited on a timed test (Brossell, 1982). 

Ironically, given the testmakers' awareness of the variation 
possible in a choice of topics, the Florida Teacher Certification 
Fxamination format calls for at least six optional topics (Brossell & 
Hoetker, 1979). Other agencies, too, establish optional topics on 


essay tests. The English Placement Test developed by the Educational 
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Research Institute of British Columbia to assist in placement of 
entering college students into appropriate courses requires an essay 
onvione: of ‘five ‘topics: (ERIBC, 1978), (In Alberta, subsequent to the 
administration of the 1980 English Achievement Test at the grade 
twelve level, provincial testmakers have moved away from optionality 
of essay topics on achievement and terminal examinations to a single 
topic based on a prose passage. 

Discovering a subject or topic for writing is the first skill in 
writing, according to Murray (1968, p. 2). In teaching writing, as 
opposed to examining composition ability, the teacher should allow the 
students to establish their own topics. The subject matter of the 
writing class is the draft copy of the student. Archibald Macleish, 
quoted in Murray, states, 

Not only is there no subject, there is no content either. 

Or more precisely, the content is the work produced by the 

students. . . . Ordinarily, it is the teacher who knows, 

the student who learns. Here, it is the student who knows, 

or should, and the teacher who learns, or tries to. (p. 17) 

Or as Murray puts it, "In the usual classroom the teacher speaks and 
the students listen. In the writing class, the students speak and the 
teacher listens" (p. 103). Both echo Moffett's (Tate & Corbett, 1970, 
p. 43f£f£.) admonition that one can only "learn to write by writing," 
that textbooks cannot teach composing. 

In the examination room, it should still be--and it could be-- 
the éstudent* who ‘"speaks." )Ilteiis, after sald, othe “quality pot, “the 
"Speaking", not the sum of the knowledge about a subject or topic, 
that is of interest here. Consequently, topics, per se, might not be 
assigned; a scenario description, or a picture, to which all students 


can relate in writing, offers the better test, not only of their 
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ability to write once a topic is selected, but to select a topic in 
the first place, which is part of writing, and to sense an audience to 
receive the communication, which is also part of writing. Murray 
(1968) quotes from the Schools Council in Great Britain: 


Almost everyone who learns to write well learns to do so by 
means of "personal writing." This means writing which is 
not concerned with the objective recording of facts, but 
with recreating the varied impressions and perceptions of 
individual experience. . . . Impersonal writing is a fairly 
late product, a derivation from personal writing; and it 
needs to be nourished by the continuance of personal 
writing. At its best, of course (more especially in 
literature), the impersonal embodies the qualities of 
personal writing as well; it is both strongly felt and 
objective, both imaginative and precise. ... All writing, 
in a sense, is autobiographical. For example, students may 
write aboutsanyimportant incident inetheir lifes)... |. When 
they expand the incident, perhaps changing the point of view 
and the tone, showing the implications of that incident for 
their own lives, then for other lives, and perhaps for all 
lives, they control and use their material. . . . The 
writer discovers the universal through the _ personal. 
pe"152) 


Students find subjects of interest to themselves and then learn how to 
make those subjects interesting to others. Curiously, Murray later 
advocates expository writing which, on the surface at least, would 
appear less suitable for achieving the type of writing advocated by 
the British Schools Council than descriptive and narrative writing, 
"poetic" writing in James Britton's terms. Murray says, "Students 
should not be discouraged from attempting poetry and fiction on 
occasion . .., but the emphasis of the composition course should be 
on expository writing, which may include some biographical profiles 
and descriptions" (p. 167). Christensen (Winterowd, p. 347), on the 
other hand, proposes description and narration in writing exercises 
rather than exposition, thereby eliminating the problem of invention. 


He says in his Notes (1967), "My examples are mainly descriptive and 
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narrative--and today in freshman English we teach only exposition. 
I deplore this limitation" (p. 3). Furthermore, students appear to 
enjoy these modes, and carry-over of growth in composition skills to 
exposition should occur. It is yet another area where more research 
is needed. 

One study, conducted by Crowhurst and Piche (1979, p. 101), 
demonstrated that the more familiar the subject to the writer, the 
more complex the writing or, conversely, complexity is adversely 
affected by task variables. Other variables in the study included 
audience and mode of discourse, the more threatening the audience, 
e.g., teacher as opposed to friend, the less complex the writing. 
Argument produced the most syntactically complex writing, description 
the least, with exposition and narrative between. Britton's "sense of 
audience" categories, Moffett's "distancing" of audience, and Gibson's 
"intimate" to "formal" continuum of audiences all (Cooper & Odell, 
1978,8%p. “l0ffs)e “reflect contemporary ‘thinking that)’ raudience, 
inextricably bound to purpose and topic, controls a composition's 


development and its quality. 


Outlining and Drafting 

"He must have in his mind's eye, or on paper, an idea of where he 
is to begin and where he is to end” , Qtusray, 81968" pie7) 28 Donald 
Murray, both a writer and a writing teacher, maintains that "the 
ability? to swriteseiis wnot’ a gift,” itetieslabeekill” (pty xia 
Unfortunately, in many of our schools, Dogberry's comments are closer 


to the matter: "To be a well-favoured man is a gift of fortune; but 
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to write and read comes by nature" (Act III, Sc. III, 11. 15 and 6% 
Much Ado About Nothing). Murray identifies seven basic and somewhat 
sequential steps in the writing process: subject, audience, content, 
design (whence comes the opening quote to this section), writing, 
criticizing, rewriting. The fourth step is usually the first in which 
words are actually written down. It is at that stage or step when 
writers, having dtseovered a subject about which they are 
knowledgeable and sensing an audience to whom they wish to 
communicate, begin to think about (talk about) and jot down some of 
the specifics, the content of their subject. It is the point at which 
Rohman (1965) maintains the "writing idea is ready for the words and 
the page" (p. 106). Everything before that is pre-writing. 

He may create a formal "Harvard" outline in which each point 

is in a complete sentence. It is more likely, however, that 

he doesn't follow the rules of Roman numerals and Arabic 

numbers, of capital letters and small letters, but draws 

what he has to say in the circle or square, develops it ina 

chart form, or scribbles it very informally, putting ideas 

down in random patterns and then drawing lines between 

ideas. The important thing is that he sees the design. 

(Murray, 1968, p. 7) 

Very little research exists about essay or composition design. 
Professional writers, in interviews, dwell little on the outlining 
processes they might use (cf. Emig, 1971, p. 13). E. M. Forester 
(Cowley, 1958), discussing the never-finished novel, Arctic Summer, 
states, "The novelist should, I think, always settle when he starts 
what is going to happen, what his major event is to be... . The 

WwW 


sense of a solid mass ahead . .. is most valuable..." (p. 26). 


Yet just as many writers claim not to outline as advocate outlining. 
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Textbooks on composition emphasize formal outlines which appear 


These outlines are 


similar in most cases to those of Cicero and Quintillian which Corbett 


(Tate, 1976) cites: 


--the traditional, though little used, five part essay. 


oT. 


7. * an “introduction; a statement of the» facts: or 
circumstances that a reader of the discourse needs to know; 
the points that tend to support the writer's arguments; the 
points that tend to refute the opposition to the writer's 
arguments; and a conclusion that brings together and 
restates, amplifies, or shows the significance of what has 
been argued (p. 50) 


(1966) observes that 


hee. instead of talking about. ‘good organization” in the 
abstract, or advocating one plan of organization in 
preference to all others, the teacher should recognize the 
interconnections of form and content, and help students 
quietly in the subtle and personal task of choosing a form 
that suits well their ideas and emphasis. (p. 71) 


Paul Rodgers 


Pianko (1979) states, “If teachers are to effect a positive change in 


students’ written products, they must change the focus from the 


evaluation and correcting of finished papers to helping students 


expand and elaborate the stages of their composing processes" (p. 20). 


D'Angelo (Tate & Corbett, 1970) challenges the rigid use of 


specific design for any particular mode. He observes, 


itltissetrue «that “expository’ prose’ tends to use, certain 
logical patterns of development and that argumentative, 
descriptive and narrative prose tend to use other kinds of 
patterns. But these are at best tendencies and not hard and 
fast rules that a writer must follow. Another objection is 
that the forms of discourse overlap, that it is almost 
impossible to find a discourse that is pure in form, one 
that is either description or narration or exposition or 
argument. (p. 111) 


any 


Topic, speaker, purpose, and audience might all influence the design, 


but to date the impact of these factors on writing remains an open 
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question. Emig (Cooper & Odell, 1978) finds "no time provided for the 
prewriting portion of the writing process" (p. 92). Finally, 
outlining may be entirely counterproductive if, as Britton (Odell & 
Cooper, 1977, p. 21) says, planning in advance is no guarantee of 
success, for an outline does not necessarily promote the coherence 
that arises in the texture of the writing--and indeed may militate 
against it. 

If outlining receives short shrift in the literature, initial 
drafting and pedagogical considerations with respect to drafting 
receive none at all, or such contradictory advice as to negate most of 
atic 

When you write, you make a point, not by subtracting as 

though you sharpened a pencil, but by adding. When you put 

one word after another, your statement should be more 

precise the more you add. If the result is otherwise, you 

have added the wrong thing, or you have added more than was 

needed. (Christensen, 1967, p. 24, quoting John Erskine) 

A study of the present sort can measure the extent to which 

clauses are lengthened, but it cannot measure directly the 

far more impressive extent to which words are thrown away by 

older writers. Throwing away unneeded words produces 

succinctness, conciseness. ... (Hunt, 1966, p. 68) 

Some writers argue that their first draft is one devoted to just 
getting it down, rough as it may be. Subsequent drafts are devoted to 
the crafting and polish. Frank O'Connor (Cowley, 1958, p. 167) was 
such a writer; others, William Styron (Cowley) for example, say "(1) 
seem to have some neurotic need to perfect each paragraph--each 
sentence even--as I go along" (p. 271). There are still others such 
as Dorothy Parker (Cowley) who write finished copy: "I think it out 
and then write it sentence by sentence--no first draft" (p. 79). 


Crowley (1981) finds an explanation for such differences in 


student writers that may or may not apply to these professionals. 
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He argues for a dichotomy of heuristic and communicative functions of 


writing. 


If composing is part of a discovery process (a la Britton), 
emerging ideas may dictate changes or modifications of 
preceding ideas. As a communicating process, writing 
presupposes an audience. But if the writer does not 
perceive the hidden reader as being substantially different 
from self, little revision may be deemed necessary, so long 
as personal intention is fulfilled (in journal or diary 
writing, for example). At the other extreme, if concern for 
an audience of "others" moves to the forefront too soon, 
early editing may interfere with the flow of ideas. 
(p. 34-5) 


In Parker's case, the intimate circle of friends for whom she wrote, 
as well as her awareness of the calibre of professional editors of 
such magazines as New Yorker to which she submitted, could have made a 
difference in the amount of revision she did. Shaughnessy (1977, p. 
84) and Britton (1975, p. 37) reiterate this point in suggesting that 
if teachers emphasize stylistic and grammatical considerations, 
students fail to communicate for fear of error. 

Young (1976) probably comes closest to the heart of the issue of 
the drafting and revising chronology when he describes the recursive 
nature of the process as he sees it. 

For example, the process can be viewed as moving generally 

from conceptual problems to editing problems but moving 

cyclically, the writer shifting his focus of attention 

repeatedly among matters of content, style, and structure 
during each cycle. . .. This cyclical conception grows out 

of the assumptions that problems of content are fairly 

inseparable from problems of style and structure, and that 

composing is inescapably a recursive, trial-and-error 

procedure. ... (p. 34) 

Crowley maintains that "without recursiveness, cohesive writing would 
be)! impossible!’ > (p..) 121). Writing is a non-linear, ‘'"complex 


interaction," she suggests, of generation, discovery, review and 


revision. Rereading sentences may act as a semantic check and lead to 
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a superficial, proofreading type of revision, which Crowley terms 


"heuristic revision," 


but rereading of longer tracts of text "for 
holistic patterns of thought" may lead to "conceptual revision" of 
entire ideas of concepts and, consequently, lead to completely 
different future directions. Adherence to a rigorous plan in this 
case might inhibit such change of text. Also, examination-type 
writing, Crowley (p. 196) feels, might inhibit conceptual revision, 


causing students to revise for diction and grammatical correctness 


solely. 


Professional Writers on Drafting and Revision 
Francois Mauriac (Cowley, 1958), discussing story structure, 
states, 
In general they [the important points of the plot] aren't. 
There is a point of departure, and there are some 
characters. It often happens that the first characters 
don't go any further and, on the other hand, vaguer, more 
inconsistent characters show new possibilities as the story 
goes on and assume a place we hadn't foreseen. (p. 41) 
Mauriac maintains, "I don't observe and I don't describe, I 
rediscover" (p. 42). Georges Simenon states, "I know nothing about 
the events when *I beginva’ novel. « . .) Day after day, chapter«after 
chapter, I find what comes later. . .. I have to keep pace with the 
novel" (p. 151). Francoise Sagan says, "For Bonjour Tristesse all I 
started with was the idea of a character, the girl, but nothing really 
came of it until my pen was in hand. I have to start to write to have 
ideas" (p. 304). 


Truman Capote does his first draft in longhand, in pencil. 
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Then I do a complete revision, also in longhand. 
Essentially I think of myself as a stylist, and stylists can 
become notoriously obsessed with the placing of a comma, the 
weight of a semicolon. Obsessions of this sort, and the 


time I take over them, irritate me beyond endurance. 
(pe §295) 


Thornton Wilder maintains, ". . . there are passages in every novel 


whose first writing is pretty much the last. But it's the joint and 
cement, between those spontaneous paragraphs, that take a good deal of 
rewriting" (p. 105). 

Among the ranks of professional writers, there appear to be those 
who rewrite as they go along, who "shape at the point of utterance" 
(Britton, p. 24, in Cooper & Odell). There also appear to be those 
who just get it down somehow and then revise, edit, restructure. 
Frank O'Connor (Cowley) says, "I don't give a hoot what the writing's 
like, I write any sort of rubbish which will cover the main outlines 
of the story, then I begin to.see it" (p. 167). Finally, a third type 
of writer--poets frequently fall into this class--revise in both 
fashions. James Thurber, talking about Henry James, says that he 

. . . dictated notes to see what it was that they might come 

tareakblifot Nugent’. 4:. wasxa carefuleconstructor.oes es ol 

can't work that way. ... I'd say that I didn't know (what 

to do with the characters) and couldn't tell ... until I'd 

sat down at the typewriter and found out. I don't believe 


the writer should know too much where he's going. If he 
does he runs into old man blueprint--old man propaganda. 


(p. 87) 
But later, Thurber observes, 


For me it's mostly a question of rewriting. . .. A story 
I've been working on--The Train On Track Six, it's called-- 
was rewritten fifteen complete times. There must have been 
close to 240,000 words in all the manuscripts put together, 
and I must have spent two thousand hours working on it. Yet 
the finished version can't be more than twenty thousand 


words. (p. 88) 


Thurber appears to undertake both sorts of revision. 
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According to Cowley (pp. 10-11), some writers write their first 
drafts as rapidly as _ possible (Dorothy Canfield Fisher, Frank 
O'Connor), just "getting it all down" and keeping up with the thought 
flow; then they revise. Others (William Styron, Dorothy Parker) 
revise carefully as they go. Still others (Francoise Sagan, Georges 
Simenon) do very little revision either as they write or following 
(although Sagan says she has to start writing to have ideas, and 
Simenon has to keep pace with his story). Simenon allows only three 
days for revision of his short novels, mainly deleting. Joyce Cary 
revises by deleting as well. There, Ws, stullvta ethird teroup) Jor 
revisors, such as Thurber, who revise both ways: that most creative 
revision which “shapes at the point of utterance," and that 
"fastidious revision’ which: dis van art’ in itself" . (Cowley, P- 365 
quoting Joyce Carol Oates), which comes at the end of the writing 


process. 


Revision 

Murray (Cooper & Odell) argues that "rewriting allows writers to 
discover and shape meaning" (p. xi). Moreover, choice of diction, 
syntax, and even content is governed to a great extent, according to 
Kinneavy (Cooper & Odell, p. 6), by writers' understanding of their 
purpose. Attempts to accomplish different purposes result in 
different organization, style, writing modes, even thought. Moffett 
and Gibson (Cooper & Odell), on the other hand, both argue that. 
rather than purpose, the triad of writer, subject and audience "in a 


constantly shifting interplay of relationships" (p. 4) govern word 


choice, sentence structure and content organization. Whatever it is 
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that exerts the greater influence on the writer's composing process, 
Cooper and Odell maintain that "As we examine successive drafts of 
manuscripts, we should be able to identify points at which writers 
have made revisions and ask such question as: Are there distinct 
patterns in their revisions" (p. 7)? We might also ask what it is 
that appears to have motivated the revisions in the first place, and 
what the revisions have accomplished. Are there distinct categories 
into which such motivation may be classified? Do some revisions more 
than others improve the drafts? Bridwell (1979) asks, "What is the 
relationship between writing apprehension and revision" (p. 149)? 
(See also Crowhurst & Piche, 1979.) Does the essay examination affect 
revision processes? Herrick (p. 9) wonders about direction of 
modification as a quantifiable aspect of style. 

It seems reasonable to suggest a middle road, a happy medium upon 
which much of the debate that swirls about the pedagogy of writing 
composition might come to rest. Probably writing is a gestalt 
process, best produced initially without much attention to rules and 
structural niceties. Diederich (1974) suggests as much. On the other 
hand, revision, part of the process, is much more adequately carried 
out if some knowledge of structure prevails. If, as Bridwell (1979) 
says, revision occurs throughout the writing process and not at some 
identifiable end point, then a "Constantly shifting interplay" does 
occur as writers are aware of "bits"--first of a bit of their intent, 
then of discovering some bit of content which will convey the intent, 
and finally of some bit of its impact on the reader which may itself 


need revising, some change to achieve its full potential. 
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Does the writer then carry on to the next bit of intent, content, 
and impact? Some poets certainly do this, discovering as they go, 
revising, shaping--"shaping at the point of utterance." But they 
also revise later after the entire poem is down. The first type of 
revision is creative; it has very much to do with what the poem is 
Saying; it is a search for meaning which Bridwell (1979, pe el43) 
describes in her research as Stages A and C. Murray (Cooper & Odell, 
p. 85ff.) calls it "internal revision."" The second type of revision 
temmuci. Less creative if it can be called) that: at-all: It is 
technical, it worries about the rules, the structure, the effect or 
impact of the message rather than the message itself. It is the fine 
tuning and the polish, the revision for quality identified in 
Bridwell's Stage B and Murray's "external revision." A further 
complicating nuance is added by Britton (1975) who observes, "There is 
a distinction to be made, too, between those things that a writer 
alters because he has changed his mind and those where he feels he has 
not succeeded in representing his thoughts. . ." (p. 47). 

P. G. Wodehouse (Plimpton, 1981) answered a Paris Review 
interviewer on the question of revision by stating, 

I very often find that I've got something which ought to 

come in a different place, a scene which originally I put in 


chapter two and then when I get to chapter ten, I feel it 
would come in much better there. I'm sort of molding the 


whole time. (p. 6) 


It seems that, here, he's speaking of the first sort of revision, the 


creative sort, at least to some extent. Joyce Carol Oates (Cowley, 


1958), on the other hand, says, 


When I complete a novel I set it aside, and begin work on 
short stories, and eventually a longer work. When I 
complete that novel I return to the earlier novel and 
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rewrite much of it. . .. I am inclined to think that as I 

grow older I will come to be infatuated with the art of 

revision, and there may come a time when I will dread giving 

Upeedy novel (at. aii is, + Ll am strongly ine favour or 

intelligent, even fastidious revision, which is, or 

certainly should be, an art in itself. (p. 365) 

This seems to be the other sort of revision, the technical sort. The 
type of revision Cooper and Odell seek to identify in "successive 
drafts", and the type of revision that this study examines, may lean 
much more to the technical sort. It appears in the rewrite, whereas 
the creative sort would more likely occur in the initial draft as 
rewording, crossouts, arrows, and the like. However, creative 
revision is not entirely omitted in a rewrite. When new ideas occur, 
additional content suggests itself. Nor is the technical sort of 
revision inconceivable "at the point of utterance," although it cannot 
be recorded as such unless the researcher is peering over the writer's 
shoulder. 

Beach (1976) states that "the fact that students often do not 
revise their drafts reflects their inability to effectively evaluate 
their own writing" (p. 160). That some do not in Beach's experience, 
and Bridwell's, may be more a factor of the students' lack of interest 
or motivation in doing so than of their ability (cf. Mellon, 1975, p. 
34). Graves (1979) observes that "revision begins when children 
choose their own topics" (p. 15). Sommers (1980), in comparing 
experienced writers to students, finds that students do revise 
although the level of their revision is less than that of the 
experienced writer who sees the piece as a whole and recognizes the 


audience to whom it is directed. Sawkins (1970) finds a pronounced 


difference in the concern of the better writers about the content of 
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their expression and about the more sophisticated aspects of mechanics 
such as sentence structure and paragraphing. Finally, Chiseri-Strater 
(1981, p. 47f£f.) found that her subjects did revise both extensively 
and on multiple levels. She identified four levels: "base," where no 
revision occurred; level 1, where concern was primarily for mechanical 
editing at the sentence level; level 2, where editing gave way to 
redrafting to incorporate new material within the original framework; 
level 3, where there was a willingness to start a new draft, discover 


a new intention. 


Summary 

The difficulty of analyzing the effects on writing of topic 
selection, outlining, drafting, and revising is reflected in the 
paucity of reported research into these areas. This chapter has been 
limited to discussion of the literature which was found to have some 
relevance to these four areas. Studies done by Brossell and Hoetker 
(1979 - 1982) in connection with the Florida Teachers' Certification 
Examination have provided the most up-to-date insight into the effects 
on writing of topic selection. Murray (1968) is one of few 
educational writers to have speculated on the effects of topic 
selection. Formal outlining as advocated by numerous’ textbooks 
appears to be little used in practice by professional writers or 
students (Emig, 1971), nor is it certain how it should be used (see 
Writers at Work, Cowley, 1958, & Plimpton, 1981), or even if it should 
be used (Britton in Odell & Cooper, 1977, p. 21). Similarly, 
contradictory statements are made by both professional writers and 


educational thinkers about how rough drafting should be done to be 
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effective. Some writers (Hunt, Styron, Britton) advocate reshaping as 
the draft develops, others (Christensen, O'Connor, Shaughnessy, 
Capote) suggest that revision follows drafting. Still others (Young, 
Crowley, Thurber) feel that both revision processes occur and that 
drafting is a recursive process. Regardless of how the initial draft 
is produced, writers appear to do two types of revision, one occurring 
as they write, the other after the first draft is written. The 
former, which Murray labels "internal revision" and which Britton 
includes in his expression "shaping at the point of utterance," seems 
to be the more creative sort. The latter "external revision" is more 
technical. Bridwell has suggested that students do both, at least 
while a researcher is watching them. No research has been found that 


studies the effects of these four areas of topic selection, outlining, 


rough drafting, and revision on examination writing. 
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CHAPTER III 
DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 


This study was designed primarily to seek an answer to the 
crucial question which arose from the 1975 Conference on Describing 
Writing and Measuring Growth in Writing: How can we determine 
precisely what a writer is doing and not doing so that we can plan 
efficient, focused instruction? Stated another way: What are the 
processes a writer uses in composing, and are there identifiable 
activities which, if undertaken, lleadtavito: «qualitye writing? 
Specifically, what are the relationships between the prewriting 
activities of topic selection, outlining, and rough drafting and the 
quality of the ensuing composition; i.e., the score?. Furthermore, 
what are the revising techniques or categories used by student writers 


and what is their relationship to the quality of the writing? 


The Sample 

The sample consists of 1,372 composition papers selected at 
random by Alberta Education personnel (using Kerlinger's Tables of 
Random Numbers) from a population of 12,695 Alberta Education Senior 
High School English - Written Expression (1978) examinations. The 
population represents compositions written by all students enrolled in 
grade twelve English in Alberta during the second (February to June) 
school semester. The students were directed to select one topic from 
the six provided in the examination booklet; suggestions for writing 


and space for rough work were provided in the booklet. Students were 
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given two hours to write the test. The papers were scored 
holistically on a four-point scale to establish a mark of 1(low score) 
through 4(high score). 

A sub-sample of 144 papers was selected for the analysis of 
revision processes. These papers included all 4-score papers in the 
sample (thirty-six) which had been established by "agreement" and a 


corresponding thirty-six papers from each of the other three scores. 


Hypotheses 

Several hypotheses were established against which to test the 

questions addressed in this study: 

1. Where a choice of topics is offered, the topic selected 
for an essay does not bear a significant relationship to 
the score obtained. 

2. The type and amount of revision between rough draft and 
finished composition are not significantly related to 
the topic chosen. 

3. Students who employ an outline and/or a rough draft do 
not score significantly higher on their essays than 
those who do not use an outline and/or a rough draft. 

4. The amount of revision from rough draft to finished 
product in each revision category is not significantly 
related to the quality of the finished composition. 

To assist in the investigation of these hypotheses, a series of 

questions was set: 

1. How many papers in the sample were written on each theme 


and what scores did they obtain? 
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2. How many papers in the sample use an outline only, 
formal or informal, and what scores did they obtain? 

3. How many papers in the sample use a rough draft only, 
and what scores did they obtain? 

4. How many papers in the sample use both an outline and a 
rough draft, and what scores did they obtain? 

5. How many papers in the sample use neither an outline nor 
a rough draft, and what scores did they obtain? 

6. What are the categories of revision used by students in 
making changes between rough and final draft? 

7. What is the frequency of revision in each category for 
each score and each topic? 

As well, three questions were asked relative to the quality of 

prewriting activities: 

1. Is there a qualitative difference in the information 
load of the topics offered? 

2. Is there a qualitative difference in the outlining and 
rough drafting processes used by students? 

8. Isethereva squalitative differencesinwthe tevisions for 


each category relative to score? 


The Analysis 


The sample was analyzed first for answers to questions 1 through 
5 above. These data are reported in Table V, Chapter IV. A dozen 
papers, three from each score, were analyzed to determine the revision 
categories which students used in making changes between their rough 


and final drafts. These categories were identified as mechanical, 


lexical, syntactic, stylistic, figurative and rhetorical. 
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A number of questions, based on the category descriptors and 
examples discovered in the compositions, was developed to standardize 
classification of the revisions made between rough and final drafts. 
Cer 6p. “26srNotes 24) These questions are not intended to be 
exhaustive of all the possibilities for change which might occur 
between the two drafts, but merely to reflect the type of changes 
assigned to each revision category. The reader is directed to 
examples of each type of change from the compositions themselves 
(cf. Chapter V, The Revision Process, p. 65) for further elaboration 


and clarification of their classification. 


Questions for Categorizing Revision Changes: 
a. Mechanical: does the revision 
1. correct a punctuation error? 
2. correct a spelling error? 
3. correct an agreement error? 
4, correct a tense error? 
5. -correct a capitalization error? 
6. transcribe an abbreviation, contraction or number in full? 
7. reduce a series of words to a common acronym? 
b. Lexical: does the revision 
1. involve a change in the denotative meaning of a word? 
ey Syntactic: daesathearevision 
1. affect the syntactic relationship of the sentence parts? 
2. introduce (or eliminate) modification in cases where the 
item, before (or after) the change, is unmodified? 


3. introduce a word for a phrase or clause, or vice versa? 
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4. introduce a phrase for a clause, or vice versa? 
5. subordinate a previously coordinated part of the sentence, or 
vice versa? 
6. subordinate or coordinate one sentence to another? 
7. punctuate to eliminate sentence fragments and run-ons? 
d. Stylistic: does the revision 
1. paraphrase the rough draft version? 
2. offer an optional version of which a judgment of better or 
worse might be made? 
3. switch from active to passive voice, or vice versa? 
4, increase or decrease the stylistic level? 
5. invert text within the sentence? 
6. reduce (or introduce) repetition for effect? 
7. change the auxiliary verb? 
8. replace an acronym with its full form? 
9. involve a shift in connotation only? 
10. switch person, or noun/pronoun? 
e. Figurative: does the revision 
1. increase/decrease specificity, concreteness? 
2. increase/decrease modification of previously modified text? 
3. increase/decrease text to expand upon/reduce a _ concept 
(thereby increasing/decreasing specificity or concreteness). 
f. Rhetorical: does the revision 
1. manipulate the reader? 
2. switch to the conditional mood? 


3. switch the type of sentence; e.g., declarative to 


interrogative? 
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4. reorder sentences? 

5. begin a new paragraph or cancel one? 

6. introduce underlining for emphasis? 

7. add (or subtract) sentences, without expanding (or reducing) 


the concept, to emphasize (or de-emphasize) a point? 


Revision Coding Procedures 

A sub-sample of 144 papers, consisting of all 4-score papers 
based on '"agreement'"' scores in the sample (36 papers), and a 
corresponding thirty-six papers from each of the other three scores 
were analyzed to provide a count of all revisions between rough and 
final drafts in the six revision categories for the six topics. 

The number of words in each rough draft was recorded, and the 
total number of words for the rough drafts in each score was 
calculated. For purposes of comparison between revision categories 
for each topic, score and between scores, the total number of 
revisions in each category for each score and topic was converted to 
revisions per thousand words of rough draft by the following ratio 


formula: 


G4 R x 1000 

Weight of revision = Ra Rae 
where R equals the number of revisions in a particular category, and N 
equals the total number of words in the rough drafts for a particular 
score or topic. (Of course, the number of words in the few papers in 


the sub-sample without rough drafts was not recorded as these papers 
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were considered to be final drafts, but neither do these papers 
provide any revisions to the total.) Data for the above procedures 
are reported in Chapter IV, Tables VII and EX; “pps vo2" ands 55... and 


Appendix B. 


Intercoder Reliability 

An independent coder analyzed twelve papers, three from each 
score, to determine the replicability of revision coding. Product- 
moment correlation coefficients were calculated for each category to 
determine the degree of intercoder reliability, with .05 level of 
confidence being considered acceptable. Results are reported in 


Chapter IV. The formula for this statistic may be shown as follows: 


uxy - @x)@y) 
Th 


a => Cd 
(x? - &x)?) Gy? - Cy)”) 
Th n 


where x and y are the raw scores or tallies of the two coders, and n 


is the number of pairs of tallies (Popham & Sirotnik, 1973, p. 85ff). 


Treatment of Data 
a. Relationship of topic to score. 

Chi-square analysis of frequency of topic selection relative to 
score was conducted to determine the acceptability of Hypothesis l. 
Significance at the .05 level of confidence was accepted as sufficient 
for rejection of the null hypothesis (H,)- Table VI in Chapter IV 


details the statistical correlations of topic and score. Those topics 
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determined’ to be significantly related to the scores’ obtained were 
examined in an attempt to ascertain the reason for this relationship. 
b. Relationship of topic to revision. 

Chi-square analysis of revision frequency, by category, relative 
to topic selection was conducted to determine the acceptability of 
Hypothesis 2. Significance at the .05 level of confidence was 
accepted as sufficient for rejection of Ho: Table VII in Chapter IV 
details the statistical correlations of topic and revision 
frequencies. 

c. Relationship of outline and/or rough draft to score. 

Chi-square analysis of outline and rough draft frequency relative 
to score was conducted to determine the acceptability of Hypothesis 3. 
Significance at the .05 level of confidence was accepted as sufficient 
for rejection of Ho: Table VIII in Chapter IV details the statistical 
correlations between outline, rough draft, and score. 

d. Relationship of revision to score. 

Revision changes per thousand words of rough draft for each 
revision category and each score were plotted to display distributions 
on a histogram and a frequency polygon (Graphs I and II, Chapter IV). 
Chi-square analysis of revision categories relative to score was 
conducted to determine the acceptability of Hypothesis 4. 


Significance at the .05 level of confidence was accepted as sufficient 


for rejection of H.. Table IX in Chapter IV details the statistical 
) 


correlations between the categories of revision and scores. 
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e. Qualitative perspective on topic selection, outlining, rough 
drafting and revision. 

The topics selected were examined to assess further any 
qualitative considerations of topic selection relative to score. 
Similarly, any varieties of outlining identified in the analysis of 
prewriting activities were discussed further at this point. Rough 
drafting practices and procedures which were discernible from an 
examination of the sample papers were discussed. Finally, examples of 
revision at each scoring level and suspected differences in the 
quality of revisions for the same category at different scoring levels 
were examined. These qualitative perspectives were reported in 


Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER IV 


FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 


Prewriting Activities Relative to Score 

Table V, Prewriting Activities Relative to Score, presents the 
data obtained with respect to the number of papers in the sample which 
were written on each topic, the number using an outline, a rough 
draft, both or neither, and the score obtained in each case. Topic 
frequency is given in number and percentage in the left-hand column. 
Frequencies of outlining and rough drafting combinations are reported 
under respective scores for each topic. (For a list of topics, see 
Chapter 1, p.. (8). Of the 1,372 papers in the sample, the most 
frequently selected topic was #3, Money and material goods are not 
necessarily the measures of success and happiness. Topic #1 was 
selected by 329 students (23.98%) in the sample, topic #2 by 170 
students (12.39%), topic #3 by 503 students (36.66%), topic #4 by 210 
students (15.31%), topic #5 by 101 students (7.36%), and topic #6 by 
59 students (4.3%). Sixty-six papers (4.8%) offered neither a rough 
draft nor an outline; seventy-nine papers (5.8%) offered an outline 
only; nine hundred eighty-seven papers (71.9%) offered a rough draft 
only; and two hundred forty papers (17.5%) offered both a rough draft 
and an outline prior to the final draft. Approximately fifteen 
percent of the papers scored 1, fifty-eight percent 2, twenty-one 


percent 3, and six percent 4. 
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TABLE V 


Prewriting Activities Relative to Score 


Prewriting Activities 


Topic Choice Outline/Rough Draft 


Neither outline nor rough draft. 5) 2 3 5) 
Topic #1 Outline only. ae 8 6 1 
Ny = 329 Rough draft only. 24 52 46 14 
(23.98%) Both outline and rough draft. 5 20 2D. 7 
Neither outline nor rough draft. 3 A 1 0 
Topic #2 Outline only. 1 10 0 0 
Ny = 170 Rough draft only. LS 78 alt I 
(12.39%) Both outline and rough draft. al, 16 4 4 
Neither outline nor rough draft. 8 12 1 0 
Topic #3 Outline only. 7 8 7 3 
N. = 503 Rough draft only. 55 241 66 107) 
(36. 66%) Both outline and rough draft i 45 23 8 
Neither outline nor rough draft. 2 7, il 0 
Topic #4 Outline only. 2 8 4 al 
N, = 210 Rough draft only. 31 80 24 4 
(15.31%) Both outline and rough draft. 8 2. iS) aL 
Neither outline nor rough draft. 2. 0 0 0 
Topic #5 Outline only. 2 3 1 ae 
Ne = 101 Rough draft only. 19 32 ua 6 
(7.36%) Both outline and rough draft. 0 14 8 z. 
Dich 1 Sees gurl la ova el ep al eee ce eee) See ee ae he a ae A 
Neither outline nor rough draft. 0 0 AL AE 
Topic #6 Outline only. 0 1 2 Z 
Ne = 59 Rough draft only. 4 24 cS 3 
(4, 30%) Both outline and rough draft. 1 A 5 . 
eee ee ee 
208 798 285 86 
Totals: F 2 - Z 
N = 1372 14-80%. 58:26% 20.77% 6.227% 
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Relationship of Topic to Score 

Table VI, Topic Relative to Score, presents the data relevant to 
Hypothesis 1: where a choice of topics is offered, the topic selected 
for an essay does not bear a significant relationship to the score 
obtained. Over a third of all students in the sample opted for topic 
#3. However, the greatest percentage of 4-score papers (11.9%) were 
written on topic #6, with topics #2(9.4%), #5(8.9%), and #1(7.6%) all 
producing a greater percentage of 4-scores than the most popular 
topic, #3. Topic #6 also produced the greatest percentage (35.6%) of 


3-score papers. 


TABLE VI 


Topic Relative To Score 


SCORE 
N = 1372 1 i) 3 4 x? 
Topic #1 a5 192 77 25 5.87 
N = 329 (23.982) (O15) 
Topic #2 20 108 26 16 7.04 
N = 170 (12.39%) €0;, 10) 
Topic #3 Ta 306 97 28 3.56 
N = 503 (36.662) (0.35) 
Topic #4 43 Way 44 6 So70 
N = 210 (15.312) (0.05) 
Topic #5 23 49 20 9 TEAS 
N = 101 (7.36%) (0.10) 
Topic #6 5 26 a1 7 12e78 


N = 59 (4.302) 


X2 = 45.10 with 15 df significant at p <.001 
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Chi-square analysis of the relationship of topic to score 
indicated a significant (p< .001) overall correlation between topic 
and score. Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected and the choice of 
topic was deemed to relate to the score obtained. Further examination 
of the contribution of cells to the over-all chi-square revealed that 
topic #4, as well as topic #6, appeared to be related positively to 


score (p <.05). This relationship is analyzed further in Chapter V. 


Relationship of Topic to Revision 

Table VII, Topic Relative to Revision, presents the data obtained 
relative to Hypothesis 2: the type and amount of revision between 
rough draft and finished composition are not significantly related to 


the topic chosen. Chi-square analysis of the relationship of topic 


TABLE VII 


Topic Relative To Revision Per 1000 Words 


TOPIC 

Category 1 2 3 4 i) 6 

Mechanical [e3 fo. 19 12-9 17.4 15.02 bso 
Lexical 547 oa 4.47 6.64 ory! 4.4 
Syntactic 6.45 7.20 Shoe Lhe 21 ee yA 8.29 
Stylistic 16.09. 24.41. 214067 925700. 28) 2277.97 
Figurative t0.09- 14.53 ~14.TL~ 923500) ilo” te 
Rhetorical 6932 Bete) 6673 ts OW Pipes be) 10.62 


Keen), 20 with. 25. df 
non-significant at p <.05 
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selection relative to the frequency of revisions per thousand words in 
each category indicated no significant correlation between topic and 
revisions. Hence, the null hypothesis was retained. The type and 


amount of revision was deemed to be unrelated to the topic selected. 


Relationship of Outline and/or Rough Draft to Score 

Table VIII, Outline/Rough Draft Relative to Score, presents the 
data obtained relevant to Hypothesis 3: students who employ an 
outline and/or a rough draft do not score significantly higher on 
their essays than those who do not use an outline and/or a rough 
draft. Over forty percent of the students who used both an outline 
and a rough draft scored 3 or 4 on their compositions. Conversely, 
over eighty percent of those who used neither an outline nor a rough 


draft scored 1 or 2 on their compositions. 


TABLE VIII 


Outline/Rough Draft Relative To Score 


N = 1372 1 2 ) 4 KF 
peeained: televnnt 26 Pyvobhoutis 9) (Me AE ek eee See eee 

Neither outline 20 po U 4 14.30 
nor rough draft (.005) 
Outline only i 38 20 8 4.20 

(2:25) 
Rough draft only 148 607 181 yh 6.65 

€. 10) 
Both outline 22 118 77 Ze pees 


and rough draft 


Rtie(52.630with: 9 df 
sienificant at p <.001 
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Chi-square analysis of the relationship between outline and/or 
rough draft and score indicated a significant correlation (p.<.001)% 
Hence, the null hypothesis was rejected, and outlining and rough 
drafting used together were deemed to correlate positively with the 
score obtained. Further examination of the contribution of cells to 
the overall chi-square revealed that outlining alone does not 
correlate with the score obtained, thereby corroborating Emig's 
findings. Rough drafting alone was significant at the p< .10 level 
and, inasmuch as this does not meet the previously set .05 level, Hy 
was not rejected. However, since some relationship between rough 
drafting and score can be shown with 90% confidence, it would appear 
that more research may be warranted before any definite conclusions 
concerning rough drafting alone should be made, and to confirm that 
Type II error has not been introduced (that is, that a false 


hypothesis has not been retained). 


Relationship of Revision to Score 


Table IX, Revision Changes Relative to Score, presents the data 
obtained relevant to Hypothesis 4: the amount of revision from rough 
draft to finished product in each revision category is not 
significantly related to the quality of the finished composition. A 
histogram (cf. Graph I, p. 57) and a frequency polygon (cf. Graph II, 
p- 58) provide pictorial representations of these data. The graphs 
show that the frequency of stylistic revision per thousand words of 
rough draft is greatest for all scores. The frequency of figurative 
revisions on 2- and’ 3-score papers ranks ‘second along with (the 


frequency of mechanical revisions on l- and 4- score papers. 
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TABLE IX 


Revision Changes Per 1000 Words Relative To Score 


a ee ee 


SCORE 
Category 1 2 3 4 Total 
er eee 
Mechanical Ds 15, 18.04 Ley 182.05 58.54 
Lexical 3.20 4.79 D0 5.08 13.69 
Syntactic Ll 365 oS 6.67 6.6 34.05 
stylistic 22619 21.49 16.79 22.44 83 val 
Figurative LZ t 18.4 14.16 Vay A) ited 
Rhetorical O27 5.06 Onto 6.52 27.46 
Total 74.89 Lie25 61.67 65.88 ray ie esl 


Res 5.94 with 15 sdf 
non-significant at p <.05 


Syntactic, rhetorical and lexical revisions are made with decreasing 
frequency at all score levels. 

Chi-square analysis of revision categories relative to score 
indicated no significant correlation between the frequency of 
revisions per thousand words in each category and the score obtained. 
Hence, the null hypothesis was retained. The type and amount of 


revision was deemed to be unrelated to the score obtained. 


Intercoder Reliability 
Table X, Intercoder Data, presents the raw data on twelve papers, 


identified a to 1. Three papers were selected at random from each 


score. Independent coders achieved 93.3% agreement overall in 
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TABLE X 
Intercoder Data 


For 12 Papers, a to 1, 3 at each score showing 
frequencies of revision counts for each coder 


a Nr ee ee 


Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Totals 
Category Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder 
1 2 i 2 1 2 i 2 iL 2 


(Say SL SS eS a ee eer ee eee ee a 


a) 18 - 27 id): =3n-" 3 ¢) .2= 2 5) SiG) 
Mechanical b) 4& - 3 e) 4- 9 hy 0 =93 ee LOD 71 - 94 
C)o 1s) 2 fy 6-= 8 i) 9- 8 1) 6- 7 


(20 ees onan ay 32 e) he 7 7), S79 

Lexical Deed, = 2 ey 2 +) 12 hy) 0-90 kK) Be 26 - 27 
cc) O- 5 POS Ce, £) Pis§ a: 1) 25s e 
a) = 8 a) 127 2) 35.4 jo ee 

Syntactic Db) &- 5 a. 22=."-6 hi 3-5 kK) 1h =) 6 52 - 68 
eo) br= 4 £6 >) 5 i) O- 4 D” ay 
aoa 5 d)138%=15 @) 6 a a 4). ‘6N= “10 

Stylistic ble has ei home wg Dp p= 33 k) 19 - 16 91 - 85 
eye 9-155 yA 2th i) ORS sb eg: eas 
a). 09-30 Dll = 7 g) 6- 16 pera 3 

Figurative b) 1- 0 ES) ae a hy) ee aa Kk) 13. 949 49 - 60 
GS) A2eans5 77 ee Me ae 8 a 22a. Loci ee 
a) eee? d) 10 - 2 g) 6° 6 40) eens bee 

Rhetorical b) 3- O e) O- 0 Tie Ou k) 1ha- 77 45> 2h 
é) Ie 0 f) O- O i) 2 20 Digpehom | 


wet ee ty a ee Se ee ee ee eee 
Totals 66 - 81 84 = 87 65 tara TOR — ales: Syl, So SISK) 
eee Eee eee 2 eee eee eee 
t 
identification of revisions made to rough drafts. Product-momen 
correlation coefficients calculated for each revision category 


averaged .75, significant at p <.0l level of confidence. Individual 


category "r' values and confidence levels are tabulated in Table XI. 
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GRAPH II 


Revision Relative to Score 
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CHAPTER V 
QUALITATIVE PERSPECTIVES 


In Chapter IV, the data were analyzed statistically to ascertain 
their quantitative significance relative to the hypotheses established 
earlier. This analysis determined that topic selection related to the 
score obtained although it did not correlate with the type and 
frequency of revision carried out. The analysis also determined that 
use of an outline and rough draft related to the score obtained, but 
that the type and frequency of revision did not. In Chapter III Cee: 
p. 42), questions were asked relative to quality of topic, outlining, 


rough drafting, and revision. 


a) The Topic Seleened: 

During the holistic scoring of these essays, teacher-markers were 
heard to make such comments as, "If I have to read another ‘beautiful 
Alberta' paper, I'll scream!" What effect did such a remark have on 
the validity of the holistic scoring of other markers when they next 
picked up a Topic #4 paper to score? In fact, very few Topic #4 
papers (2.9% as compared to 6.3% overall) received a 4-score despite 
the topic's being the third most popular student choice of the six 
eefered.- Topic #3, the most popular choice, received the next least 
percentage (4.6%) of 4-scores. Again, it would appear that frequency 
of choice of topic inversely affected markers' selection of the best 
papers. This phenomenon is observed throughout the six topics, with 
Topic #6, the least popular topic, receiving, proportionally, the most 


4-scores. The frequency polygon (Graph III) illustrates this 
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phenomenon further. By plotting the percentage of students who chose 
a particular topic, the independent variable, along the x-axis against 
the percentage of 4-scores for each topic, the dependent variable, 
along the y-axis, it is graphically shown that the percentage of 
4-scores per topic is inversely proportional to the frequency of topic 
selection. Topic #4 has not been included in the slope calculations 


because the teacher-marker reaction to papers on this particular 


GRAPH III 


Topic Choice Relative to Score 
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topic, as discussed above, appears to have adversely influenced the 
number of 4-scores given thereby contaminating the data for this 
topic. 

Inspection of the topic statements themselves reveals a number of 
possible inequities among them. For instance, Topic #6 is the only 
statement given in two sentences, the second, descriptive sentence 
offering some elaboration on the first declarative sentence. This 
statement could provide students some additional insight into the 
development of the essay. To a lesser extent, Topic #5 offers 
additional modification of the basic declarative statement, although 
the subordinate clause is not so much added description as additional 
declaration. The other topics offer only a simple declarative 
statement in each case. Moreover, Topic #4, producing the least 
proportion of 4-scores, is the shortest statement offered of the six, 
appealing perhaps in its brevity and succinctness but, having caught 
the students’ attention, offering little additional insight into the 
direction which the essay might take. And, finally, Topic #2, the 
second most productive of 4-scores, suggests, in its compound form, an 
essay development through comparison and parallel structure. Hence, 
it may be argued that Topics #2, #5 and #6, each producing a higher 
than average percentage of 4-scores, offer an advantage to the 


students opting in their favour. 


b) The Outlining Process 


Some students (4.8%) wrote neither an outline nor a rough draft 
andi theie markeoreflect ‘this--over 80% of tthese: scored: detor 2. Some 


students (5.8%) wrote an outline only and, again, the majority of 
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these students--65% of those using an outline only--scored 1 or 2. 
Where outlining was combined with the writing wf arouse drartiaca 
significant correlation (p< .001) with score was observed. Forty-two 
percent of those students who used both prewriting activities in 
combination scored 3 or 4 on their papers (compared to 27% who scored 
3 or 4 overall--9.6% who combined both scored 4, compared to 6.3% 
Bvéchiuys” 

Outlines varied in form from as few as four points jotted down in 
phrase--or even word (noun)--form to elaborate schemata written out in 
complete sentences, and sometimes involving several sentences to each 
point. However, where rough or final drafts developed considerably 
further on these schemata, despite their elaboration, the schemata 
were acknowledged as outlines and not as rough drafts. 

Some students used numbers, some dash marks, some indentations or 
spaces between points. Some students started with one method such as 
numbering and switched to another such as dash marks or spacing part 
way through. Formal outlining, such as that taught in school or 
displayed in some textbooks, was used in approximately five percent of 
the papers. Any schema which demonstrated some thinking on the topic, 
despite its brevity or elaborateness, formal or informal, was counted. 
Of course, the amount of thinking could not be assessed, only guessed 
at. 

One notable outlining method was used by students who began 
writing a rough draft and switched to point-form outlining part way 
through. These students sometimes switched back to complete the rough 
draft and sometimes the outline ended the rough draft stage. It would 


appear that as ideas, triggered in the composing process of the rough 
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draft, began coming too rapidly to write down in complete sentences, 
the outline form offered an expedient alternative. Britton's phrase 
(Cooper & Odell, p. 24), "shaping at the point of utterance," appears 
especially pertinent in describing these outlining practices. 

Further evidence of Britton's observations was noted in outlines 
which were not followed slavishly--or, for that matter, at all--and 
which varied in length and degree of completeness. Where time is a 
factor, such as on a composition examination, outlining often appears 
to serve the purpose of starting the thinking process on the topic, 
and it is abandoned at some point where ideas flow freely and time is 
more profitably spent writing them down in complete prose form. When 


' then reversion to outline form in the middle 


ideas begin to "dry up,' 
of the rough draft may also restimulate the flow (rather than 
accommodate too rapid a flow). 

A few students began with outlines which became more and more 
elaborate as they progressed until finally they became a rough draft. 
Others outlined their essays completely, but developed their rough 
drafts only partially before beginning the final draft. Very 
occasionally, an outline, although on topic, was not followed 
sequentially at all when the rough or final draft was written. This 


practice suggests, in these few instances, a thinking process which is 


on the topic but which is not using the outline as an organizational 


process for the essay. 


c) The Rough Draft 


Most students (89.4%) in the sample wrote rough drafts of their 


essays. Seventy-two percent of the students wrote only a rough draft 
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(no outline) prior to their final draft. Of these, 76.5% scored 1 or 
2 on their papers (compared to 73% who scored 1 or 2 overall--5.2% 
scored 4 compared to 6.3% overall). As with the use of an outline 
alone, it appears that the writing of a rough draft alone is unrelated 
to the score obtained. An unimpressive chi-square of 6.65 with 3df 
(at a level of significance of only .10) would suggest as much. 
However, further research into the relationship between score and 
rough draft may be warranted. 

Rough drafting practices, like outlining practices, varied among 
papers. Frequently, students did not finish the rough draft prior to 
completing their final draft. Sometimes the rough draft was developed 
half or two-thirds of the way to completion and left at that point. 
Most frequently, a final paragraph which did not appear in the rough 
draft was added to the final draft. On a timed (2-hour) composition 
examination, this practice may be explained, in part, by the pressure 
to move on quickly to the final draft. (One hundred forty-five 
students, of the 1372 in the sample, wrote only one draft which, for 
marking purposes, was considered to be the final draft.) However, as 
with outlining, rough drafting appeared to be carried out to a point 
where writers discovered the total content and organization of their 
essays, and beyond which there was no need to continue. At this 
point, “i thereneed | sto? complete © the rough drafts was obviated, 


particularly in light of time constraints, and the writers moved on to 


the final draft stage. 


On a very few papers, the rough draft “was not tradhered* «to 


organizationally; that is, although the final draft dealt with the 


same topic generally, the sequence of ideas and, to some extent, the 


ee ) aa 
<“ 


re ee ee 
Ni.2—fevero $ ro f Sa¥paw ‘ort Het as bsvegrie)! 
ssticus mm to dew ace uiaby ah, at hiamers TH.8 ae 
boteloti at-oanls Starks igen to geteaey' eis. seat 
25 uttw J8.0 Yo @egndpmeiits evi ogutgouian aA psu 
“g eye Hivay (OC. ghae Fo oommst? byte . 
woviod gi iehetagier eta aeat Ansanasd) 

| ee ena 3 


ahs: mabsgesy prtetigie aset peel itoege? 

lett lgiet 463 inh tie hb eb einem 
“gu La i s’evt fgera Bl derpaeerd)) afer Taek 
sithog . teil fiel bes’ Weételquas. We yay viet ie 


fgues sib rt Yegqgr, Dom eRe Anitiha be i ala Inct?- & oe 
Te ee aa ee eae ce os aa vi 
rtiaecor of* od ,3a8q thy poorteteae 9 eo tema 
ye abrtrut m/e - >, alee. ‘bares ‘otha o0 elastup® toe 
ies jesh: dag: (Tay: -Selew ies al ay AL RTEL an To. 
wh axavedod  Cogdaeneapend Wanna iad weadacaeal 
tntag. #039 suo bAi tins ar => eRe qineth gue vines 
Tkett % volvetiegg?o bob 7hetess the ef boxers ensohies 
wT Ih -angiinoy a3 -bsaa0 oneew) ehh dodie boned hee) oe 
sapetide « new oad lie. \ tung $03: a34fqous ad. bean aris a ’ 
+P) mm bevay aretiaw oy tne eh 2d aeri? 3D tehgth my z. 
et ahah tasty ant) 
a ~bexsihe ton 2nw Jiath nail Jatt. tong: wed punhn ais 
war tsk thaet +terh. feats ile coh pede 


eae 
od 


“SAF Shade SmoOn VT Ghthior 


4 


a 


65 


treatment were very different from that of the rough draft. As with 
the outline, this anomaly suggests that a very few students used the 
rough draft stage to think about the topic but not to organize or 
structure it in a form they would ultimately use in their final draft. 
For them, the organizational stage was reserved until the final draft 
was being written. Conversely, a very few papers were virtually 
unchanged between rough and final drafts. For these students, 
revision, as a component of the writing process, either had not been 
learned, or was not evident due to revision changes being made on the 
rough draft prior to erenseeiat renee The latter, however, did not 


appear to be the case from an inspection of their rough drafts. 


d) The Revision Process 

The amount and type of revision carried out by students while 
composing on an essay examination are unrelated to the quality of the 
final essay; that is, the revision changes made between rough and 
final drafts on 4-score papers did not differ significantly in number 
or kind from those on l-score papers. Despite this, the actual amount 
and type of revising that students undertake are notable. For every 
thousand words of writing, approximately seventy changes are made 
between rough and final peaepes. These changes may be coded into six 
quite different categories which are used by students irrespective of 
the quality of the paper produced: mechanical, lexical, syntactic, 


stylistic, figurative, and rhetorical. For every thousand words of 


written first or rough draft, students make approximately fifteen 


mechanical revisions, five lexical revisions, eight or nine syntactic 
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revisions, twenty-one stylistic revisions, fourteen figurative 
revisions, and seven rhetorical revisions. 

Examples of the six types of revision found in the students! 
essay examinations are proffered below for the four scores possible. 
These examples cite the rough draft (rough) passage first, followed by 
the final draft (final) version of the same passage as it reflects the 
changes made. Frequently several changes occur in the revised 
passage. These revisions are tallied separately where they involve 
changes to distinct components of the text, but tallied only once in 
the "highest" category, where they involve different categories 
associated with the same component of a Following each example, 
a discussion of the revision and the reason for its assignment to a 
particular category is provided. In each instance, it should be 
noted that any "mistakes," mechanical or otherwise, in the original 
text, either rough or final draft, are reproduced as the student made 
them. No "correcting" of student work has been done. Following the 
examples below, a discussion of revision quality relative to score is 
provided based on these examples and the impressions gained by the 


researcher during the coding process. 


1-Score Revisions 


l-score papers exhibit, to a more noticeable extent than those at 


other score levels, revisions that involve complete changes, or 


apparent changes, of meaning, that is, rewriting of concepts from 


rough to final draft into longer, often more convoluted phraseology 


involving confusing mental leaps, which are usually coded as 


figurative or rhetorical. Also, these students frequently have very 
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little to say on the topic, and tend to say it in as many ways as 
possible, making revisions of repetition (rhetorical and stylistic) to 
fill out their text; they hope, no doubt, to impress by quantity as 
opposed to quality of text. 


rough: (Topic #5): I agree with the statement because 
there can be greater help to the country if the 
government gets the right people in the offices. 


final: I agree with the statement because there can be 
greater help by the young people of the country if 
they have the greater say in government. 

Initially, it would appear that the revised statement has 
completely changed the meaning of the sentence. However, on closer 
inspection, it is suggested that by "the right people in the offices" 
(rough) is intended "the young people of the country" (final). Hence, 
the writer has increased specificity, a figurative change. The writer 
has also added or increased specificity by suggesting that the young 
people are in the majority in that "they have the greater say... ." 
In this case, the revision was tallied as only one figurative change 


to the text; whether it could have been coded as two is a moot point. 


rough: (Topic #2): Most of the illegal things are done by 
the teenagers by how many of the older people get 
punished if they get caught steeling. 


final: Most of the illegal things are done by the teenagers 
but how many of the older people get punished the 


same way as teenagers do. 
The correction of "by" in the rough draft with "but" in the final 


draft is a mechanical revision; the initial "by" error was likely 


merely a perseveration from "by" used three words earlier in the 


sentence. 
Again, it would seem on initial inspection that the revision of 


the final adverb clause to adverb phrase, “(in) the same way," and 
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2 ° Ww + 
adjective, ‘as teenagers do," is a complete change of meaning. 


However, on reexamination in context, it would appear that the writer 
has merely added text for specificity of comparison, a figurative 
change, while at the same time overlooking his/her example of 
"steeling,'' thereby decreasing specificity; \cwhitchWais) sagaingmua 
figurative revision, although probably one of oversight in this 
instance. Because of the change of syntax from clause to phrase, an 
initial tendency might be to code this as syntactic; however, the 
"higher" category is figurative--hence that was the coding used. 


rough: (Topic #3): The world seems to in wild rat race 
because of two things only money and material goods. 


final: The world we live in seems to be going on a one way 
street, on a wild rat race because of two things 
only money and material goods. 

In this example, the first revision, "we live in," was coded 
syntactic as it introduced modification of unmodified text. There was 
some inclination initially to code this revision as figurative, an 
increase of specificity or concreteness; however, closer consideration 
reveals that the added clause does nothing to increase the specificity 
or concreteness of "the world." 

The inclusion of "be" in the final draft corrects an omission 
likely caused by rapid writing or a thought process exceeding the 
writing process; it is a mechanical revision. 

The gerund, "going," and its accompanying adverb phrase, "on a 
one way street," increases text, in this case by a figure of speech, 


to expand on the concept, increasing specificity and concreteness. 


Hence, the revision is figurative. 


Jpreiwens in sqireris Pattee v # ~~ 
satiuw a¢2 cit reside Digow GF peepee iP — 
evitssugt? « ,eo8 tattoo Bo yotakd tows 1%. smd D 
‘sy etgmiee edledd gdtioct seus ont aan elt ‘m1 
5 <tthet= ,at Wolde SytislRipege okbaprhiat wo 
ty Cll tig iterevn 630 Seo uldudertg dyrhouts be pees 
jeeetia «x Snonts oat agtivd ths egamil ‘odd 20 on 
J ,seveued ‘oftogitke. ee Re Seo - wt Pigha 
600 ortieseoit: ame deux 5 ieibubaiuantbaae ae) 


ont a 


yaw ® gatos wd’ o! ease ‘ uyi = 
9 w) t. sep 6963 fee BEB Bo 
abory Lat yaaa ies ca 


bor saw gh MEL oie rekwe dgocat ane lyn 


TT ‘kpd bal tibgems 26 ge Se Mane gi ait | 
ite 
aetug7t eh ati beh vet's el fr: bin, "e abot watsen ion 


not Dy ToblLecos,- F9e007) 2a vemor = 


rey ter Ditw ab 03) aaa ilo eee 
poug le (tates bao yen e 2a ih cl 


sasipeiche pil Ses etree aed sn ate Pi fo: wobaphant, sdf = 


a ae ae ja a, 
259074: Sdaugid ie) eae ab more 


a. a6" 


efiteaqa ° 


69 


Einallyyethe preposition; ©"inj" tei orevised= toe tion awh 'The 
indefinite article is a correction, a mechanical revision, but the 
replacement of "in" by "on" introduces. an interesting coding 
conundrum. Is it merely lexical, a revision to change the denotative 
meaning? Or is it stylistic, an optional version of which a judgment 
of better or worse might be made? If the latter, the revision is for 
the worse since one is "in," not "on," a rat race. Or is it an 
attempt at parallelism with the preceding prepositional phrase, again, 
a stylistic change? Lexical revision was ultimately ruled out since 
the change would introduce the incorrect concept of being "on" a rat 
race. Hence, the revision was adjudged stylistic, probably an attempt 
at parallelism. Thus, in seventeen words of rough draft text the 
writer has made five revisions. 

rough: (Topic #2): An older person pays much less than a 

young one. JI think that the insurance companies 


should charge everyone the same amount. 


final: A young person must pay far more than an older 
person. I think that this is unfair. 


This l-score student demonstrated a revision characteristic that 
involved reversing concepts--such as that in the first sentence 
(rough) above--throughout the paper. The revised sentence, as a 
whole, is coded once as stylistic, an optional version, although a 
case might have been made for considering the inclusion of the 
auxilary verb, "must," and the change from "much less" to "far more" 


as adding more emphasis, although still stylistic in category. 


The revision of the second sentence is more difficult to 


categorize. It is, again, demonstrating the tendency of l-score 


papers to exhibit complete changes, or apparent changes, of meaning. 
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Charging "everyone the same amount" is fairer. Therefore, there is a 
connection between the meaning of the sentences. Following from the 
first sentence, the writer has apparently decreased the specificity 
and concreteness of the second in the final draft; hence, a figurative 
revision has been made. 
For some revisions, no argument can be found for support of other 
than a complete change of meaning between rough and final draft. 
rough: (Topic #3): There is also the person that buys 
things to get or even gain friends by having things 
that will make people like him. 
final: There are also people that buy things that will gain 
Eriends but at is hard to say df sthey Sne really 
happy or not. 
The switch from singular to plural subject and the accompanying verb 
agreement revision affect the sentence stylistically. The change from 


infinitive adverb phrase, "to get or even gain," to adverb clause, 


"that will gain," is syntactic. However, within this revision is the 


' was redundant--a mechanical 


deletion of "to get" which, with "gain,' 
eorrection?. or) a’ stylistic revision? iInrithisivcase,) suspecting, the 
student did not see the revision as a correction but as a better 
phraseology, the researcher coded it stylistic. Another redundancy is 
introduced in the rough draft by the final adverb phrase and its 
adjective clause, "by having things that will make people like him! 
which says the same thing as the rest of the sentence has already 
stated, a typical example of repetition in l-score papers. When this 
is replaced in the final draft by an entirely different (in meaning as 
well as syntax) principal clause, is it because the writer has 


recognized the redundancy in the first draft, as well as the need to 


expand further on the thought process started in the rough draft 
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sentence? The writer was given the benefit of this doubt, and the 
final revision was coded figurative. 

Occasionally, students at all score levels make revisions that 
weaken rather than improve their final drafts. 

rough: (Topic #3): Tom would get fed up with all this. 

People would come at his door at any hour of the 

day, ask for donations to the poor, to the sick etc. 

final: Tom would get pretty well sick of this, people would 

come to his door and ask for donations for the poor 

and sick. At any time of the day or night 
The stylistic revision which replaces "fed up with all this" by 
"pretty well sick of this" is weaker, at least in the researcher's 
estimation--note the "judgment call" involved in stylistic coding. An 
argument might be made for the deletion of "all" on the final draft as 
a syntactic revision within the stylistic one; however, the deletion 
was not counted as a second revision for coding purposes. 

The introduction of error in the form of a run-on sentence 
(replacing the period by a comma) was not counted as it was determined 
at the outset of the study not to count errors as revision, giving the 
writer some benefit of the doubt. Similarly, removal of the adverb 
phrase, "at any hour of the day," to a sentence fragment (error) 
position was not counted--was it overlooked in the transcription from 


rough to final draft? Did the writer intend to reduce specificity by 


its deletion ‘and then think better of it, tacking it on as an 


afterthought, with the added specificity of "or night," a figurative 


revision? Coordinating the second predicate of the second sentence in 
the rough draft and the phrases by using coordinating conjunctions 


rather than the parallelism device of the rough draft is, again, a 


° r] e ° 
weaker stylistic revision in the researcher s opinion. 
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Finally, dropping the "etc.," a matter of choice, and replacing 
Poe PPreposit ionsiysto,' Mini tolthe | poor," with “fdr weres goded aa 
stylistic revisions. The writer may have felt he/she was making a 
mechanical correction by dropping "etc." It is unfortunate, however, 
that he/she didn't add one or two more parallel phrases in its stead. 
Also, it might be argued that replacing the "to" by BhtortaeGie ‘the 
researcher may be excused his whimsy) was lexical, a denotative 
change. However, it is more likely that the revision came about less 
consciously as a stylistic change. 


One revision heretofore unmentioned is the change of the 


preposition, "at," in "at his door" to "to." This change poses some 
problem for coding since, superficially, "at" could be deemed 
incorrect and the correct "to'' merely a mechanical revision. But is 
it? "At" certainly adds more stylistic emphasis, in the researcher's 
opinion, and, as such, is weakened by its stylistic revision. Or, the 
writer might have wanted to eliminate the repetition for stylistic 
purposes, although the subsequent deletion of the next use of "at" in 
the final draft reduces this repetition. It was finally decided that 


the writer probably deemed the use to be incorrect, or inappropriate, 


and the revision was coded mechanical. 
A final example of 1l-score revisions is cited simply to offer a 


wider range of instances. The revision codings are not explained, 


only noted. 


rough: (Topic #3): According to the dictionary, one of the 
meanings of the word success is; to gain wealth and 
fame. The more money money you have, the more 
wealth you have gained. The more wealthe you've 
gained the more successful your are The only 
problem with this, is success also means to attain a 
desired object or in other words to get something 
you really want. Everyone wants to be happy and to 
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be wealthy does not necessarily mean that you are 
happy. There are many ways to measure a man's 
success. One of them is happiness. If you are not 
necessarily happy from your weath, you aren't 
necessarily successful. It is very difficult to 
measure successfulness completely. Acquireing 
material goods aslo help to measure success, but 
they are all meaningless unless a person is happy. 


final: According to the dictionary, the words (figurative) 
success means (stylistic) to gain wealth and fame. 
50 if you are wealthy, you are _ successful 
(rhetorical). There is one problem with this last 
statement (rhetorical). The word success also means 
to attain what one desires (syntactic, mechanical). 
Most people I know (figurative) have a desire 
(stylistic) to be happy (rhetorical). Therefore if 
you are (syntactic) weathy you aren't necessarily 
successful because wealthy people aren't necessarily 
happy (figurative). 

There are many ways to measure a mans 
successfulness (rhetorical, stylistic). One of them 
is money (lexical), another is material items and 
goods (figurative). These are all meaningless 
unless a person is happy (rhetorical). 


2-Score Revisions 

2-score papers exhibited one revision characteristic seldom found 
in l-score papers, that of a changed, or sometimes alternating, point 
of view. Rough drafts written in the first person were revised in the 
final draft to second or third person point of view. Those in the 
third person initially might change to first or second in the final 
draft. Usually this revision was not consistently maintained 
throughout the essay. These revisions, unless contaminated by 
associated figurative or rhetorical revisions, were coded as 
stylistic. Also evident at this score level was a continuing tendency 


to change meaning, or appear to change meaning, between rough and 


final drafts, coded figurative. 
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74 
mough: kClopiciti? Damigie feel’ thativif ehelecawsmouetulealt 
there dreams in life then they wont be happy. 


final: If you can not fulfill your dreams in life then you 
wont be happy. 


Aside from the stylistic revision from third to second person, 
the writer has deleted the principal clause, "I feel," in the final 
draft thereby removing the author one level and, possibly, elevating 
the text (style) somewhat. However, this is more than offset by the 
switched point of view, third person being more usual if not also more 
acceptable in an essay. Moreover, a question of decreased specificity 
and concreteness because of decreased text also pertains here and, 
therefore, the revision was coded figurative rather than stylistic. 
Finally, the rough draft errors in spelling ("there") and mixed person 
("one" - "they") which is resolved by the final draft revision to 
second person pronouns was not counted in the coding procedure. 

rough: (Topic #3): There are alot people who are happy 

because they are content with life and what they 
have done with their lives. 


final: To me happiness is being contented with life and 
what you have done on going to do with it. 


Every sentence in the essay from which this example was taken 
(541 words) involved a similar revision pattern, usually coded 
stvyilictie sor figurative. Aside from the “stylistic “change, sin 
point-of-view from third to second person, this writer, unlike that of 


the last example, has introduced a first person component into the 


e ° w i] ° 
final draft in the initial adjective phrase, to me. As with the 


last example, there is some question whether or not this should be 


coded stylistic because the level appears to be affected, or 


figurative because specificity or concreteness appears to be 
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increased. Again, in keeping with the initial decision to code in the 
"highest" category involved, this revision was considered to be 
figurative. 

The deletion of the principal clause of the rough draft and 
subsequent conversion of the subordinate concept of the rough draft to 
compound sentence form is not only a figurative revision but also a 
Syntactic one, both counted in this instance because they involve 


different components of the text. Finally, the addition of "on (or) 


going to do" is a figurative revision, while the replacement of 


"lives" with the pronoun, "it," was coded stylistic. 

Revisions at this score level which introduce a change or 
apparent change of meaning sometimes involved moving from (or 
occasionally to) statements which approached meaninglessness. 


rough: (Topic #3): Money is a symbol of statis; the more 
you have the more successful you have been. 


final: Money is a symbol of statis, the more you have, the 
better off you are. 


The revision has resulted in a decrease in concreteness, reducing the 
statement from a proof of sorts to a tautology, and is therefore coded 
figurative. The punctuation revision introduces an error in replacing 


the semicolon with a comma between two principal clauses and, 


therefore, is not counted. However, the introduction of the second 


comma in the final draft, an interesting type of copula position 


holder, is counted as a mechanical revision. 


rough: (Topic #3): Money is used because it is needed in 
the field of success. 
final: Money is needed because it is used in the field of 


success. 
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The meaningfulness of either draft in this example is somewhat 
questionable, as well. However, in the context of the essay which 
talks about the need of money for happiness and success, the revised 
version is a bit less inane. Since; in context jwethe ivevasion, 
although making basically the same statement, is more reasonable, it 
was coded stylistic, a different, possibly improved way of stating the 
same thing but adding nothing further. 

Some revisions will combine saying the same thing in a different 
way with a change in specificity or concreteness. Such revision is 
usually coded figurative unless the component of text which contains 
the stylistic revision is different from that containing the 
figurative one. 

rough: (Topic #3): . . . because there is more to life 

than just going to work at nine to five, making 
$18.00 an houre. 


final: . . . because there is more to life than waking up 
and doing the same thing day to day. 


Since the final draft reiterates to a less specific degree the concept 
contained in the rough draft, the entire revision is coded figurative. 
(Interestinglyjuecther< prepositions: Tats’ fine theh wmoughgrdratt is 
inappropriately used in a context in which "from" is usual. In the 


final draft, the latter preposition might have been more usual in the 


expression "from day to day." Similar anomalies throughout the essay 


suggest that the student might have another language, probably oral, 


in his or her background.) 


rough: (Topic #3): It is the high living of modern, 
societies, that cause people to desire money and 


material goods. 


It is the affluent societies of modern day man, that 


fined: 
cause people to desire money and material goods. 


at 


betwee of time Ob ab Sb wuizte ba. ‘i 
igity peeves ot Qo Dieenen sts ab event ime ae, 
benivet a1 sesgoee bet ausat quad 263, edo to Bees sda 


te be teatime al egare -ateni «xof tf # de 
i .sidwarenss ero al citys Tete wt. att vyilsotexd «giles 
e849 ontjaa: t lave t ¢héReeny Satan a -otiekigae 
soli@? getidicon gaithe tad 

sidih ot wend Smee ht eitvee entenos. (iiw saokeiwer @ 

»? naoteiver dave shige isterored 40 snedaiiiiiad ah agoeda « 
mor dotdw Yee? Te Joeewgene aff, papier erbsaegee babes 

a4 .aistd eae: teil. aaa nasiattia,. «at mbebves ot: ¥ 
a on: 

a# @¢ ochd> tapos . «+. “4€% obeeed 

gotteqg , oe) ”? othe Jn wae 68 goton tent  neey 
a ee 


i grtness qeult elti ad etee a}. g9u8s) Gewtoed, S., 74 


wh os nen SPP NY Sty eee 


2 wit eorgel of lisege cea! 6.63 dnteyea ten iteah iat? odd ba 
sviijaxvagil bebos ef nokalwas of PSD sdugb ithaca ont2 at SL BSE 


t 


Ptith v~piguer efa wi i) enORs tao re; ofs 6, vigal 
v4 Wee 
di .itwen at “wont” dol oF ieee m ni Doaw tissakag: 


ads mt Lguer srom koad ‘avast Tag ae Sa Niadiaiess tedisel o89 Shes had 
FEQRS af Jnodpeows 2g are ‘rok trek e rT? og rab mor 0p 
fatto vitadery iti’: 1h OaRe ound Sdain tosbeve, offs sia 
* ta 


- ts bovesatosd 10d 70) by 


i ‘ hh TS ® 
reer So ankvil id a a. ee i 
bee. Sangh otiash of i manne tad? ,eesds ial a 
. ; N «hie su patqegee 
a ae ed 
ai tant Yet vrivbos tt dakpekee aneuli24 eda ad st tine 
laa srtehe Tytt=sne bos inant Les. 
; %) Lee a ; one a oe 
i eee : : 


77 


Almost the same statement is made in both drafts: “haehi living” 
is replaced by the better term, "affluent," although the change is 
connotative only and, therefore, stylistic, and "modern" has been 
compounded with "day" to modify the newly introduced "man," a possible 
figurative revision which adds text for concreteness. However, taken 
as a whole, the revised statement merely reiterates differently and in 
an improved form what was initially written. Hence, the revision is 
stylistic only. 

A final example of 2-score revisions is offered for additional 
imstances. Revision coding is not explained, only noted. 


rough: (Topic #4): The mountains that are to the west of 
you are by no means the tallest, but they are amoung 
the most beautiful. They have everything that every 
other mountain range in the world has. Snow and 
sking, sheer faces of ice for ice climbing. Streams 
and *lakessfor fishing... If yours out sside: of ithe 
parks you can hunt for some of the largest animals 
on the face of the continent. 


final: The mountains that are to the West (no count) of you 
are by far not (stylistic) the tallest mountains in 
the world (figurative), but they are amoung the most 
beautiful. With the snow capped peaks, and glaciers 
that have been there millions of years and will be 
there thousands more (figurative). (rhetorical.) 
There are animals that stand there and watch you as 
you drive by (figurative). (rhetorical.) They are 
there for the whole world to see (figurative). 


3-Score Revisions 
Although there is a _ similar frequency of revision in each 
category for each score, the nature of these revisions appears to be 


changing at this scoring level. Complete changes or apparent changes 


of meaning between rough and final draft, although still found, are 


not quite so prevalent. Better students have more to say on a 
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topic--average word counts in the sub-sample increase with score: 
258, 400, 488 and 554 words, respectively--and, consequently, students 
seem to grope less for what to say and, perhaps, more for how to say 
it at this level. Fewer 3-score revisions actually weaken the final 
product. And point-of-view shifts occur less often as students at 
this level tend to favour the third person. Associated with these 
characteristics is an increase in the amount of revision to which a 
single component of text might be subjected. 

rough: (Topic #1): Hitler also had a dream. His dream was 

to conquer the world. He wanted to build a super 
race, that would rule the world for a _ thousand 
years. 

final: Hitler also had a dream. It was a dream to conquer 

the world, to build a super race that would last for 
a thousand years. 

The first change noted in the above passage is the transfer of 
the noun "dream" from the subject position to that of predicate 
nominative or subjective completion following the copula. This 
stylistic change reduces the repetitiveness of the word "dream" coming 
too closely after its first use. It does not eliminate the repetition 
altogether however. In keeping with the observation by Halliday and 
Hasan (1975), the word's retention serves to maintain the cohesion 
(or, better, coherence) of the passage. More importantly, this 
revision allows the next to occur; that is, the paralleling of the two 
infinitive phrases in one sentence. Therefore, although it may be 


argued that both these revisions are syntactic in that they change the 


syntactic relationships in the passage, a stronger case can be made 


for classifying these as stylistic. The same text is provided 
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(paraphrased) in a more cohesive and parallel structure; therefore, 
since stylistic is the "higher" of the two categories, it receives the 


count. 


Thes?third erevistion —isira simple mechanical correction of an 
incorrectly placed comma before the final clause. Perhaps the student 
Was confused: initially by» the rule for the use of ©commas around 
non-restrictive clauses but, whatever the reasoning initially, he/she 
picked up the error in the final draft. 

The fourth and final change in this passage is interesting in 
that it is not, in the researcher's opinion, a change for the better. 
The substitution of the term "last" for "rule the world" might be 
initially assigned to the lexical revision category; however, upon 
closer examination, what this revision achieves is a reduction in 
specificity of the concept. The word "rule" subsumes the notion of 
"last" somewhat, but provides more meaning as well, as does its 
deleted object, "the world.'"' Hence, by definition, the result is a 


poor decision to revise on the figurative level, a type of reverse 


figurative change. 


rough: (Topic #4): In southern Alberta take the desert 
like land of the Milk River with it's flora and 
fauna like that of no other place in the world 
Cactus blooms in the spring, prairie chickens dance 
to the moonlight songs, rattlesnakes slither through 
the long dry blue grass, antelope stroll along the 
sunset horizon, the deer graze slowly at sunset. 
What more could you ask for in life. 


In southern Alberta take the desert like land around 
the Milk River. It's flora and fauna is like that 
of no other place in the world. Cactus blooms in 
the spring, prairie chickens dance to moonlight 
songs, rattlesnakes slither through the long dry 
grass, antelope stroll along the horizon at sunset 
and deer graze to the morning sun. What more could 
you ask for from mother nature. 
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In this passage, the first revision involves the replacement of 
eeer preposition, \“ofs"* with “around” «in the initial sentence. The 
meaning remains unaltered by the change as does the quality of the 
writing--the researcher prefers the former, in fact. Since a personal 
judgment of merit is called for, the revision is classified as one of 
style. The initial sentence is further altered by having its final 
long phrase rewritten as a complete sentence. This alteration serves 
to increase the emphasis somewhat without expanding upon the concept; 
therefore, it is a rhetorical revision. Finally, a period placed at 
the end of this sentence, correcting the omission of same in the rough 
draft, adds a mechanical revision. 

In the third sentence of the final draft, the writer has deleted 
the definite article before "moonlight." This deletion may be merely 
a transcription error; therefore, it is not classifiable. However, in 
keeping with a policy of giving the benefit of doubt to the student, 
the omission of this term is classified as a conscious stylistic 
alteration since it does interrupt the repetition of five "the's" in 
the initial draft, and improve the flow of the sentences as a result. 

A second change in this sentence omits the adjective, "blue." It 
may or may not be for the better--rhythm is enhanced while specificity 
is reduced--and, as a result, the omission invokes aspects of style. 
However, since basically the change decreases the modification of 
previously modified text, it is coded as a figurative revision. Also 


figurative, and interestingly so, is the simple expansion of the 


e ° Ww " 2 
single adjective, "sunset," to an adjective phrase "at sunset. This 


revision not only expands on the meaning, but changes the meaning--it 


is not merely a "sunset horizon" any longer; it is a horizon at a 
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particular time of day, but one which retains the concept of the first 
draft adjective within the revised context. 

Replacement of the final comma in this sentence by "and" may be a 
mechanical correction. Stylistically, it might be argued that it is 
better left as it was initially if this were all that it accomplished. 
However, use of the coordinating conjunction here allows a smoother 
deletion of the following definite article before "deer," thereby 
paralleling this clause in that respect with those that preceded it, 
eliminating another repetitious "the" at the same stroke, and, as a 
result, introducing a second stylistic revision to the sentence. 

"Slowly" is deleted in the final draft; the revision by 
definition is a syntactic change of modification. As with the 
figurative deletion of "blue" earlier, this deletion may or may not 
result in improved text, and so it may be stylistic as well. However, 
the change remains basically one of syntax here. 

In the last revision made to this sentence, "at sunset" replaces 
"to the morning sun," another figurative revision, and a happy one. 
Again, the original concept is retained but expanded through the 
revision to more imaginative figurative language which evokes movement 
as well as time. This revision is necessitated by an earlier revision 
which introduced the phrase “at sunset’ into the sentence. If left 
unrevised here, the same wording would introduce unharmonious 
repetition. A stylistic effect is involved as well therefore, but it 


is not as significant (nor as far along the hierarchical scale) as the 


major figurative effect of the change. 
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Finally, the last change in this passage replaces a phrase, "in 
life," which is somewhat general in meaning, with a more specific 
phrase, "from mother nature," which increases the concreteness and 
specificity of the text, a figurative revision. 

Some revisions made at this level, superficially straightforward, 
are not anywhere nearly so clear-cut when examined closely. These 
usually involve, within a single revision, aspects of two or more 
categories somewhat equally represented and defensible, and the 
researcher was ultimately obliged to fall back on his own familiarity 
with student writers and their reasons for what they do in order to 
code the changes. 

rough: (Topic #2): My dad was right about it teaching you 

respect, because when you pay for something you're 
self you want to make sure nothing happens to it, 


because you know how long you worked to make the 
money to by it. 


final: My dad was right about it teaching you respect. 
When you pay for something you're self, you want to 
make sure nothing happens to it, because you know 
how long it took you to make the money to by it. 


By placing the period after the first principal clause of the 
rough draft, this writer has first of all corrected a run-on sentence; 
hence the revision is syntactic in nature. However, by punctuating in 


this matter, the writer has also eliminated the repetitiousness of the 


subordinate conjunction, "because," a stylistic consideration. Does 


the revision, by creating a new sentence, also increase emphasis of 


the point rhetorically? Since it is suspected that the sound of the 


repetition rather than recognition of the run-on nature of the 


Sentence or considerations of rhetoric provoked the revision, the 


change is recorded as stylistic. 
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Subsequent to introduction of the comma after the non-restrictive 
clause, a mechanical revision, the third change, "it took you," 
involves a number of considerations for its classification. First of 
all it might be deemed syntactic in nature since the relationship of 
parts is affected; "you" is switched from subject to object as the 
clause is changed from intransitive to eA TER. and active to 
passive, a stylistic feature. Some judgmental considerations, again 
stylistic, are introduced since the rough draft version contains not 
only reference to time but also to the concept of work, whereas the 
final draft considers only time, perhaps a poor consequence of this 
revision. Or is this merely evidence of a substructural change from 
"you worked" to "you took," a lexical revision made before the 
Fevision to passive voice occurred at the surface level? Finally, it 
might be argued that figurative change is involved if increased 
abstraction (decreased specificity) has resulted from the revision. 
Perhaps the writer's only concern was, as above, how the text sounded. 
By revising in this way, he/she further separated the last two "you's" 
thereby reducing their repetitious sound on the mental ear. The same 
writer, who eliminated repetition earlier by moving "because," may 
have a nice ear for the repetitious nature of terms and make many such 
changes in redrafting--upon checking further in the essay, it turned 
out that this writer did. Therefore, the revision was ultimately 
coded as a stylistic one in this case. 


rough: (Topic #3): .. . while other people could own six 
home, two planes and eight children and say he is 
successful but still does not feel content, so this 


feeling of success if false. 
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final: . . . while others could own six houses, two planes 

and have eight children and still not feel content. 
He may say he is successful but this is only a false 
feeling. 

This writer evidenced a confusion of point of view more 
characteristic of 2-score papers. The essay required five readings, 
dn fact, to arrive at agreement (3,2,1,3,3), although it is unlikely 
that point of view was the only significant feature to affect the 
markers' holistic gradings. The first revision, stylistic, merely 


deletes the noun, "people," and pluralizes the modifier to change it 


'" introduces some 


to noun form. The next revision, "home" to "houses,' 
question if "home' is considered to be a connotative option for 
"house." In this study, the two terms were adjudged denotatively 
different and, consequently, the revision is lexical. (The mechanical 
correction to pluralize the noun was not recorded.) The introduction 
of a new verb, "have," into the sentence probably corrects in the mind 
of the writer an erroneous contention that one can "own" children. 
Hence, this is a mechanical revision. 

At this point, the writer has switched in the rough draft from 
third person plural point of view to third singular. In the final 
draft, this change is corrected by deleting--actually, relegating to 
the next. sentencesatheesecond ‘clause “and thessauxildarmiverb Hidoes” 
thereby correcting the subject/verb agreement initially in error. The 


clause transfer is coded syntactic; the subject/verb agreement, 


mechanical. 


introductiontio® ithe geecond ) sentences iis a rhetorical revision 


which helps emphasize the statement. Addition of the auxiliary "may" 


is stylistic, as is addition of the qualifying "only" in the second 
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principal clause. (All such terms--intensifiers, as "only," "very," 
"much," "really"--are coded stylistic.) The correction of "if" in the 
rough draft to "is" in the final draft is mechanical. And, finally, 
the paraphrasing of the last principal clause in transition from rough 
to final draft, including the deletion of "of success," is a stylistic 
revision. 

In revising thirty words of rough draft, this student has 
introduced nine distinct revisions involving five of the six possible 
categories of revision. 

A further example of 3-score revisions is offered with revision 
coding not explained, only noted. 


rough: (Topic #1): The course of History can be changed by 
a persons momentary thought. If that person can 
remember that thought, he can carry it with him 
forever with him as a motivating force. Which of us 
can truly say that we have never dreamed of doing 
something great, that would engrave our name in 
history. To stop a person from attempting to pursue 
his dream is to stop progress. To reach the 
pinnacle of success isn't necessary. His dream can 
be a life long goal to work toward. Even if in his 
lifetime, that persons goal is never realized, it 
lays the groundwork for someone else's laterwork. 


final: The course of history (mechanical) can be changed by 
a person's (mechanical) momentary thought. If he 
(stylistic) can remember that thought it will be his 
motivating force (figurative). 

(rhetorical) We all have dreams (stylistic) we 
would like to see fulfilled (figurative). Is there 
anyone who has never thought of doing something 
great and glamorous (figurative), something 
(stylistic) that would forever (syntactic) engrave 
our name in history. 

(rhetorical) To stop a person from attempting 
to pursue his goal (lexical) is to _ stifle 
(stylistic) progress. Reaching (stylistic) the 
pinnacle of success isn't necessary. (rhetorical) 
Even if in his lifetime, that (syntactic) goal is 
never realized, he has lJlayed the groundwork 
(stylistic) for another person (stylistic). 
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4-Score Revisions 

Papers at this scoring level demonstrate further the tendency of 
abler students to be concerned with how to express a concept as 
opposed to what concept to express. Again, better students have more 
to say, 4-score papers averaging more than twice the number of words 
of l-score papers, and they demonstrate an increased interest in how 
to say it appropriately. Lexical revision is noticeable in these 
papers, as is stylistic revision. Several changes, as opposed to only 
one or two at lower scores, may occur in a single component of text, 
and these may be more difficult to categorize. The quality of 
revision, consistent with the intellectual abilities of 4-score 
students, is also noticeably superior to that found in papers of lower 
Scores, Vit «should sbe recalied)thatvonly eighty-six papers, 96.272 )of 
the sample, received a 4-score grading in a total of 1372 papers in 
the sample. 

Lexical revision in 4-score papers frequently incorporates other 
categories of revision as well in the same component of text. If the 
revisions are inextricably bound, they are coded as one change, the 
"highest." If the revisions are identifiably separate, they are coded 


separately. Very rarely, a revision will not be coded in the 


"highest" category present because of some strong argument otherwise. 
This decision is usually based on what the writer appeared to be 


attempting to accomplish rather than on what was in fact achieved. 


rough: (Topic #1): We are free to pursue our interests and 


Boals. « ass 


final: We are free to attain our desires. a. 
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The replacement of "pursue" with "attain" is a straightforward 
revision changing the denotative meaning, a lexical revision. 
However, the replacement of "interests and goals" with "desires" not 
only» changes the denotative meaning but also reduces the level of 
specificity somewhat (figurative revision) because it replaces a 
compound object with a single word. There is, moreover, another 
factor resulting from the first revision of the infinitive; the 
expression, "attain our interests," would have rung untrue since 
"interests" are not something one normally "attains." So, the second 
revision was dictated stylistically to some extent by the first, 
forcing the writer, subconsciously if you will, into a revision having 
figurative characteristics. Stylistic considerations and resultant 
figurative overtones aside, the surface revision remains basically 
lexical. 

This same student revised the phrase, ". . . free to live as 
cultural French," to ". . . free to live as a cultured and independent 
nation." Again, the revision is first of all lexical, replacing 
"French" by "nation"; however, the writer consciously adds text to 
increase specificity--the expression "cultural French" has a somewhat 
redundant ring to it--thereby revising figuratively as well. One 
might also argue another case for lexical revision, claiming 
"cultural" and "cultured" are denotatively different. However, 
suspecting the writer did not make the distinction in this case, the 
researcher did not code it in this way. 

Another revision from the same paper has the writer changing 
: to achieve freedom, and establish a nation." in the rough draft 


to ". . . to fulfill their cause." in the final draft. The compound 
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infinitive in the rough draft appears to have been revised to a single 
term which might be coded lexical. However, the total meaning of the 
rough draft version has been reduced in fact to the expression, "their 


cause," 


which suggests that the infinitive, "to fulfill," is added 
text, or figurative revision. Moreover, "their cause" is a 
considerable decrease in specificity and concreteness over the rough 
draft version, another argument for coding the entire passage as a 
figurative revision. 

rough: (Topic #1): If he wants to he can climb on a 
molecule, travel in time or crush the Empire state 


building with a single blow. 


final: If he desires he can climb through a molecule, 
travel in time, or crush a city with his hand. 


The revision of "wants to" to "desires" is a stylistic increase 
of level, a connotative revision. The revision of the preposition, 
"on," to "through" changes the denotative meaning, a lexical revision. 
The additional comma was coded stylistic as, in this instance, the 
revision is not essentially a correction but an optional practice. 
Ghauceatofs ithe: \Empire « state sbuilding’™ to¥g’a wity!)eiste Slexical 
revision. 

While some argument might be offered for coding the final 
revision, "a single blow," to "his hand," as lexical as well, it was 
coded figurative. Although probably a poor revisioniesand: 
consequently, incorporating aspects of style as well, the concept in 


both cases is that of using the hand. The rough draft version is more 


specific (hence, figurative); however the writer may have felt it to 


be a cliche (hence, stylistic), reminiscent perhaps of Grimms' The 
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Gallant Tailor. At any rate, the effect, barring discussion of 


motives with the writer, is figurative. 


rough: (Topic #3): Everyone secretly wants* itomtult ui 2 
successful life and be happy, but in modern 
industrial society, the key to these things is often 
misrepresented. 

final: Everyone wants to fulfill a successful and happy 
life but in modern, industrial society, the key to 
these concepts is often vastly misrepresented. 

The deletion of "secretly" and inclusion of "happy" as modifier 
of "life" are syntactic revisions, the latter deleting the second 
infinitive "(to) be" in the process. (Deletion of text does not, in 
this case, reduce the concept--at least, not appreciably--hence, 
figurative revision is not considered.) The comma revision is 
stylistic in the first instance, its deletion being optional. In the 
second, its inclusion changes the meaning to some extent by affecting 
the syntactic relationship of the adjectives. It might be argued that 
use of the term, "concepts," for "things" adds specificity; however, 
the two words both stand for the same previously stated ideas 
connotatively, the latter at an increased level perhaps; hence, this 
revision is adjudged to be stylistic. Finally, inclusion of "vastly" 
is by definition a figurative revision, increasing modification of 
previously modified text. 


This same writer went on to demonstrate the 4-score 


characteristic of an inordinate amount of revision to a limited amount 


of text. In rough draft, he/she wrote " /soppithendavbte day fealdry 


i i ised to 
of society, where. . . ." In final draft, this was revis 


2 WwW 
. ihe eharshnese: ofe neality: ine atsoctety emhercagine” t The 


meaning of the modifier accompanying "reality" is changed completely, 


igs Golnavart} ‘“ecltreZ 


F LVie rl @imnae 
jm tered ui pL ie 
aa aA; z 
Deb & $2 
yet at? 2 Lehto 
fie) wie rm 
ne 
nel é *¢laul va 
= > s9leh. zevtal oe 
jit 9 ‘4 #42? eto 
jeai ,»2ehed 
bt 8 


iv of gn BA! we 


s%a “2 


my 7@.. eked 4) 


Te sien: 
mie grnik> .OTsaAle 
rye 22 ateSmea ti 


wse9e-—+:° = @i) 


wimmr lostnttl oo note vay 
TIELsST RS 02 Vbb syle P 


2s  Soeken: Suv att ) eth 
~ = ae etarke’ wiein 


ahs 


é ta} is v7 


Po tw > eine. 
yan pmatates wagers anaitd 


05 oy? anes Jak, ek oottuee 
eivh ath patel sank os a a8 
ue DP pel ote al eget eda 
Layee, ay 2B Bangs ation 2 
egeakee “iat sees” ies 
‘vow: eed gual coe 
| ising eb ucla gels 

abet teit cod <2 baghiithe shes 


_— ‘és ae 


Jexsoruekd i pl Pie 705 bow nae 


a dud 


hee. ettn1 yea” to votsotab 
 -noke kien obipataye aS 
‘eS - . 


ar, ab "od (ois) 
tooge ie ets naubes 


ites 


ever 
h ar: 


a 

sup2 bo tebeat 
dainty vouk ae Wa % 
| hua 228th dgwoy of ees 2 


or) ON. Le ieeetbete aebobane 86” 
ee 


Pid 


90 


awlexical revision. Syntax is affected as well in revising "reality" 
to phrase structure, and again in revising the succeeding clause from 
non-restrictive to restrictive by deletion of the comma. This latter 
revision was mandated by the figurative addition of the indefinite 
article which specified the "society," or vice versa. The addition of 


this article was, itself, forced upon the writer, quite subconsciously 


no doubt, by the stylistic change of preposition from "of" to "in." 


If coded in this way, a total of five revisions in four categories on 
eight words of rough draft may be counted. (On the other hand, a case 
might be made for combining revisions by arguing that preposition and 
article changes resulted from a decision to restrict "society" with 
the ensuing clause. Hence, these revisions should be coded as part of 
a larger figurative revision to increase specificity.) 


rough: (Topic #6): This falsehood is especially prevalent 
in the minds of our youth, who have been conditioned 
be the media to become consumers in order to be 


happy. 


final: This falsehood is prevalent in our youth, who have 
been conditioned since birth to become’ good 


consumers. 


From the total sample of 1372, this 4-score writer was one of 
only fifty-nine who opted for Topic #6. This essay is typical in that 


the bulk of revision is in the stylistic category (thirty-four 


revisions). However, it demonstrates more figurative and rhetorical 


“900 


revisions--eighteen and eleven, respectively--than an average paper at 


8 a oF ES Is re | i - 
this level. Gne revision technique, frequently seen in 4-score 


papers, is the practice of replacing a phrase or clause with another 


of entirely different meaning, somewhat akin to a lexical revision 
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except at the level of the phrase or clause rather than the word. 
These revisions are seen as, first of all, reducing specificity and 
concreteness by the decrease in original text and, secondly, 
increasing specificity and concreteness by the addition of final draft 
text. They have been coded as two figurative revisions. 

The first revision in this passage is syntactic, deleting 
modification ("especially") which results in unmodified text. The 
second revision is figurative, reducing specificity by removing the 
phrase "in the minds." The introduction of a new phrase, "since 
birth," adds specificity, therefore it is also figurative, while at 
the same time, deletion of "by the media" again reduces specificity, a 
third figurative revision. Inclusion of the adjective "good" is a 
syntactic revision, and deletion of the final phrase is a figurative 
revision. 

This writer also wrote in the rough draft, "In these societies it 
is the youth, who want something better when they grow older. .. ." 
The revision in the final draft reads, "In these societies it is the 
youth, who want something better for themselves. . . ." Again, 
deletion of the clause, “when they grow older," is figurative and 
inclusion of the new phrase is also coded figurative. Had the meaning 
not changed as it did, of course, the introduction of a phrase for a 


clause could have been coded syntactic. And, by stretching the point 


considerably, a case can be made for similarity in meaning of the two 


syntactic units; however, it is a very weak case for coding the 


revision as stylistic. 


Towards the end of this paper, the writer wrote in rough draft, 


"In conclusion I'd like to make one more observation." In the final 
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draft, he/she revised to "From this inference, one more conclusion can 
be drawn." If the English teacher advocated during the school year 
showing rather than telling the reader, this writer may have been 
recalling the lesson and opting here for a stylistic revision by 
altering the point of view from first to third person and, 
consequently, the voice from active to passive. However, meaning 
itself has again been altered considerably. Introduction of the 
phrase, "From this inference," increases text to expand upon the 
concept, a figurative revision. In this case, the meaning of the 
rough draft phrase, "In conclusion," is retained and the usual second 
figurative coding does not occur. Should the revision which replaces 


! 


"observation" with "conclusion" be coded lexical? In this instance, 


it was. And, should the revision of the verb, "to make," to "drawn" 
bewrecoded “lexical as well? Or ‘syntactic? «In this @dnstance, it 
wasn't--the argument being that one "makes an observation" but "draws 
a conclusion"--hence, the lexical revision of the noun mandated the 
revision of the verb. It is the same revision, in other words. 
Ultimately, one might have argued that even the initial lexical 


revision should not be coded separately as it was part of the initial 


style change as well. In this study it was coded separately, however. 


As with previous levels, a final example of 4-score revision is 


offered. 


rough: (Topic #3): On the other hand consider the man with 
little or no money. He has no car with which to 
court his women. If married he can not treat her to 
the luxuries of life. They live in poverty and 
squallor. He must constantly be looking for money 
with which to by food. Hawaii will never be 
visited. They will not have a house, a swimming 
pool or a moto home. The only thing he will have is 
his wife and she will have her husband and according 
to Statistics Canada they will have each other for 
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the rest of their lives. How terribles@what. audate 
to be married to the same person for the rest of 
your life. 


final: On the other hand consider the man who has 
(syntactic) little or no money. He has no car 
(stylistic) to court his woman (lexical). if 
married he can not treat her to the luxuries of 
life. They live in poverty and squallor. He is 
(stylistic) constantly on the look (syntactic) for 
money with which to buy (mechanical) food and 
clothing (figurative). Shelter is a unatainable 
luxury (rhetorical). Hawaii will never be visited. 
They will never (stylistic) have (stylistic) a 
swimming pool or a moto home. The only thing that 
(stylistic) they will have is each other (stylistic) 
and Statistics Canada reports that (stylistic) they 
will have each other for the rest of their lives. 
(figurative) What a fate to be married to the same 
person for the rest of your days (stylistic) !! 
(rhetorical). 


SUMMARY 


In Chapter III, three questions were asked about the quality, as 


opposed to the quantity, of prewriting activities: 


1. Is there a qualitative difference in the information load of 


the topics offered? 


2. Is there a qualitative difference in the outlining and rough 


drafting process utilized by students? 


S) Is there a qualitative difference in the revisions for each 


category relative to score? 


Chapter V presents answers to these questions. 
It would appear that topics cannot be selected, despite the care 


and rigor exercised in their selection, so that they are of equal 


difficulty or quality. The structuring of the topic statements 


themselves, and the differences in that structuring, appear to 
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influence the development of an essay. It also appears that, where 
several topics are made available on an essay examination, the 
students who opt for the least popular topics tend to make the highest 
grades or scores. Markers get bored, probably, when marking the same 
topic over and over again. 

Students outline essays and write rough drafts in many ways. Few 
outline as formally as is taught in school. Some intermix outlining 
and rough drafting. A common practice in both outlining and rough 
drafting is to discontinue the prewriting activity as soon as ideas 
and structure become obvious and time is better spent on the final 
draft. As well, outline form may be used to cope with ideas which are 
coming too fast in the midst of the development of a rough draft. 
Conversely, outlining, or point form listing, may restimulate the flow 
of ideas if they cease or slow during rough drafting. Finally, a few 
students appear to think about the essay topic by using an outline or 
rough draft, but not to structure their final essay based on these 
devices. Essay organization, for these students, appears to be 
separate from conceptualization of the topic and reserved for writing 
of the final draft. 


Although the amount of revision carried out by students on their 


rough drafts is similar despite the quality of the final essay 


produced (or the ability of the students), the quality of revision 


does appear to vary with student ability. Students undertake a 


surprising amount of revision on essay examinations. Moreover, all 


students use all six types of revision. Weaker students, apparently 


having much less to say on a chosen topic, tend to revise so as to 


expand their text by repetition. Consequently, they tend to produce 
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more rhetorical and stylistic revisions of this nature than do 
students of greater ability. Also, weaker students tend to have more 
problems with what to say as opposed to how to say it, and, as a 
result, their revisions frequently alter meaning completely. These 
revisions are characterized by confusing structural changes. 

Abler students tend to have more to say about a topic and appear 
to concern themselves more with how to say it. Revisions which result 
in meaning change are less apparent. Concern for the right word 
becomes noticeable, resulting in an increasing number of lexical 
revisions. More revision of a single component of text is also 
apparent at the 3- and 4-score levels. This concern for how a concept 
might appear in print results in many stylistic revisions. However, 
these stylistic revisions fulfill a different purpose than those used 
by weaker students who revise for mere repetition to add quantity of 
text. 

Some students revise to change the point of view. Concern for 
this kind of revision is not overly apparent in l-score papers. But, 
at the 2-score level, an increasing awareness of this stylistic 
consideration appears to be occurring. Control of person appears to 
offer difficulty for these students. By the 3-score level, students 
tend to use third person at the outset in their rough drafts, 
resulting in fewer revisions of this nature in the final draft. 
Finally, as would be expected, revisions which tend to weaken rather 


than improve a passage appear to taper off as the quality of papers 


increases. 
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Reference Notes 


For a list of topics, see Chapter I, Table III, peo, 


pee Chapter IV, Table VI, p. 51, for frequencies of topic 
selection. 


Calculations for plotting slope of a line on a frequency polygon 
are found in Erickson and Nosanchuck (1977, p. 193ff.). 


pee Chapter IV, Table VIII, p. 53. 
See Bridwell's (1976) findings on revision during draft stages. 


Bridwell (p. 136) cited approximately 58 changes between drafts 
per thousand words of non-examination essay writing of a 
"transactional" nature. However, in her study, revisions 
"in-process" in first and second drafts were also tallied, and 
accounted for more changes in each case than the "between" draft 
revisions. 


See Chapter I, Categories for Analysis of Revisions, p. 12, and 
Chapter III, Questions for Categorizing Revision Changes, p. 43. 


Dr. J. Marino is credited with suggesting that the revision 


category descriptors (pp. 14-16) should be converted to a series 
of questions (pp. 43-45) to facilitate the revision coding, that 
the categories are hierarchical in nature and that a revision 
involving more than one category should be coded only once in the 
highest category thereby giving the benefit of the doubt to the 
student. 


See Appendix B for data on average papers: word count, range, 
frequency of revision per 1000 words. 
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CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 


Summary 

This study examined the relationship between the prewriting 
activities of topic selection, preparation of an outline and rough 
draft, and revision and the scores obtained by 1372 grade twelve 
students on the 1978 Province of Alberta English Written Composition 
Achievement Test. The sample was obtained from a population of 12,695 
essays written in June, 1978, by all grade twelve students in the 
province who were enrolled that year in English 30 (matriculation 
route) or English 33 (general program route). The papers were marked 
holistically on a 4-point scale by marking teams composed of teachers 
of grade twelve English. 

Despite the positive arguments for allowing a writer to opt for a 
topic which he/she knows something about, on an examination of writing 
ebtdity it ‘seemed ‘crucial, that all» topics offeredw bemioh equal 
difficulty. It was the researcher's opinion that such equitability 


could not be achieved in a list of topics. Hence, the question was 


asked: does the selection of an essay topic from a number of topics 


affect the final score and, if so, how? 


Preparing an outline, writing a rough draft, and revising the 


rough draft are frequently advocated in composition texts as 


sequential steps in the production of written composition leading to 


the successful development of an essay. Emig (1964), based on the 


writing of a limited number of honours students, had suggested that 


outlining, in itself, was not productive. However, she did not 
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pursue the question with students of varying abilities or with a large 
sample, nor did she consider the effects on the resultant essays of 
the production of a rough draft only, or a rough draft based on an 
outline. Consequently, this study asked the question: do student 
compositions which use_an outline and/or rough draft rank higher by 
teacher evaluation than those which do not? 

Odell (Odell & Cooper, 1977) pointed out that a number of 
questions relative to the writing process require answers in order 
that effective composition instruction may be planned: How can we 
determine precisely what a writer is doing and not doing so that we 
can plan efficient, focused instruction? How do we identify the 
intellectual processes implicit in students' writing? He observed 
that teachers must understand these processes if they are to assist 
students in the improvement of them, and that "we can identify 
linguistic cues--special features of the surface structure of written 
or spoken language--that will help us determine what intellectual 
processes a writer is using" (p. 108). To begin to answer some of 
Odell's concern, this study examined the types of revision processes 
students undertake in moving from rough to final drafts of their 
essays and, further, the relationship between the amount of revision 


Of many particular’ type and thes oquality= of Stheierina agessay - The 


question was asked: what revision occurs between a rough and final 
what, revision }OCCULSSDEetwWecl rem Vee 


draft’ on essay tests, and does this revision differ substantively with 


respect to high and low scored essays? Also, the question was asked: 
respect to high and low scored essays* 


does the selection of topic affect the type of revision made between a 


i 2 
rough draft and a final draft on essay tests, and, if so, how? 
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The entire sample of 1372 papers was analyzed to determine the 
number of students opting for each of the six topics available, the 
number using an outline, and the number preparing a rough draft, 
These frequencies were compared statistically to the scores obtained 
on the essays using chi-square analysis to determine significant 
relationships, if any. A subsample of essays consisting of all 
4-score papers (thirty-six papers) in the sample determined by 
"agreement'' and a corresponding thirty-six papers from each of the 
other three scores, one hundred forty-four papers in all, were 
selected for analysis of the revision process. 

A number of papers in the subsample (approximately three at each 
scoring level) were analyzed initially to establish the types or 
categories of revision undertaken by the writers. All papers in the 
subsample were then analyzed to determine the frequency of use at each 
scoring level of each type of revision. For comparison purposes, 
these frequencies were expressed in revisions per thousand words. An 
independent coder analyzed one dozen papers, three at each scoring 
level, to establish replicability data for this process. Overall 
agreement between coders on identification of revisions was 
established at 93.3%. The mean product-moment correlation coefficient 
Salculatedbover all revision categories was ./55) significant ae pp .0) 
level of confidence. 

Where significant correlations were found, that is between topic 
and score, and between outline and rough draft and score, as well as 
to illustrate the types of revisions undertaken at all scoring levels, 


the sample was further examined qualitatively. Various structural 


characteristics of the topics as well as anomalies in the marking 
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process were identified in explanation of the relative popularity of 
the topics and their correlation with the marks awarded. Idiosyn- 
cratic practices of students in developing outlines and rough drafts 
were noted as well. Finally, examples of revision at all scoring 
levels and for all topics were examined to identify specifically what 
the writers were doing in making revisions to text and exactly how 
they appeared to be doing it, and to ascertain if any qualitative 


differences existed among scoring levels for the revisions being made. 


Conclusions 
The Topic 
Six topics were offered on the 1978 provincial achievement test: 


1. The most important freedom is the freedom to pursue one's 
dreams. 


2. Modern society treats young people and old people in the same 
ways. 


3. Money and material goods are not necessarily the measures of 
success and happiness. 


4. Nature in Alberta expresses itself in beautiful extremes. 


5. Young people should have a greater say in government for it 
is their future that is being shaped. 


6. It is a myth that young people are rebellious. They are, in 
fact, of any group the most docile and the most resistant to 


change. 
The null hypothesis stated that where a choice of topics is 


offered, the topic selected for an essay does not bear a significant 


relationship to the score obtained. Chi-square analysis of the 


frequency of topic selection relative to the scores obtained revealed 


that the topics were not of equal difficulty, that the score obtained 


AY Veen 
tps 


nq r i fa 
: ‘ | ‘ 
aot ap Pau 
- j y 


% ¢tisel ered. oPiees aby, So \netenaxtiqne nk Oa 
woxnathT — .twotaewn ial oie tity mretesos 4 ) 

afacth deeds fen ebinetdie antqntaweh. ok sine ten aa _ 
getvoos ile jn wokebiee 4a naan ts ¢Cianr® aoe 
yolw ¢ftiol tiosep Deamon: 94 beivtams bane eangna he ah 
wot tlinace Soe Ieed. G7  aondeioest ax isale ot Beprhy 
eviventinap vos 2 obetraghe of tae 72h gatab ote 


chne yaied eromatveg ‘ule nat slate! gnbye igen has 
/ 

+ ae & 

rat 

wih ts 

as) tnsmvobtes Lelamivesg G02) edt do baotte anal, 


* oie syettd oh moh@—es? ral si ar tohaue } PG q 


is 


oven ony ot of qoay Sin bas siqbeq, gunoy etbied yasson 
py, = Bins 


os of? -i oenk@oer @om ven abe 


a i] 
e71”4? J:Aisveedni “feast 


jipmnrrvop of Yee is2nRee 
» hOokeeie | 


At Sh wodt » teeag) lates dads doen ® at + ASN 
mouteot team saa five Ba wey  QeorZ rae te <ton} 


<nagnntts, a 
er sotae), to sotoiiy \ Locale an Siege eknaodtogyd (Lise oat . oe 
tisjitieste &£ In8e 2en! sack mee on 0% bs toakow ognt oi borat. 
\ ore. (mii 02 atdenoksetes” - 


at! im ,atayiens S1eupestdtia a 


ie 


he Tava y huntesgdoi es tose ia ie sohj2etee ‘skye? to xomoupart q 
lant Tsnpe: *o sen erew Ratqo? odd ‘anita 


ber Leda O100P att 16. 


: a os ‘ PP Cons 41 ra), 


101 


was related to the topic selected. In particular, Topics #3 and #4 
received proportionally fewer 4-scores and Topic #6 proportionally 
more 3- and 4-scores than the other topics. The proportion of high 
scores that a particular topic received when a number of topics was 
offered for selection was inversely proportional to the frequency of 
gevectiontor that topici+ This diffczence may be uve to marker boredom 
occurring when a large number of papers on the same topic must be 
marked and/or to marker bias against one or more of the topics Mathis 
inverse relationship may also be due to more capable students opting 
for one or two particular topics while less capable students opt for 
other topics. 

One of the reasons some students opt for one topic over another 
may involve the differing syntactic structures inherent in the topic 
statements offered. Shorter topic statements may appeal in their 
brevity, but offer little insight into the essay's development and 
structure. This factor seems to have been the case with Topics #1, #3 
and #4 which are each simple declarative sentences. It should be 
noted also that 73% of the students opted for the first three topics 
listed. Over 60% of the students opted for Topics #1 and #3. Topic 


order in combination with syntactic structure may be a significant 


factor in determining student choice of topic. Longer topic 


statements, particularly multiple-sentence statements and compound or 


complex structures, provide more direction. Although they may appeal 


less initially because they appear to be more complicated and, hence, 
more difficult, they in fact give greater suggestion to the writer as 
to the essay's possible structure. This appears to have been the case 


with Topics #2, #5, and especially with Topic #6. 
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Ins conclusion, «at. least. two factors tend to affect the 
relationship between topic and score when a) number of topies sis 
available: marker boredom and/or bias directed towards one or more 
topics, and different syntactic structures inherent in the topics, 
possibly in combination with the ordering of the topics. Weaker 
students may be more often attracted to the structurally simpler, less 
complicated and, hence, less inhibiting topic statements, while 
stronger students are attracted to the structurally more complex 
statements, thereby gaining greater insight into the structure of 
their essay. This advantage compounds even further the inequities 


which result when a choice of topic statements is offered to students. 


The Outline and Rough Draft 

Of the sample of 1372 papers, seventy-nine writers (5.8%) used an 
outline only. Nine hundred and eighty-seven writers (72%) wrote a 
rough draft only. Two hundred forty writers (17.5%) used both and 
sixty-six (4.8%) used neither. The null hypothesis stated that 
students who employ an outline and/or a rough draft do not score 
significantly higher on their essays than those who do not use an 
outline and/or a rough draft. Chi-square analysis of the frequency of 
use of outline and/or rough draft relative to the scores received 
revealed that the score obtained was related to the use of an outline 
Over forty percent of the writers who used both 


and/or a rough draft. 


an outline and a rough draft scored 3 or 4. Conversely, over eighty 


percent of those writers who used neither scored 1 or 2. As was 


pointed out by Emig (1964), outlining used alone does not correlate 


significantly with the score obtained. Rough drafting alone relative 
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to score showed an unimpressive chi-square of 6.65 with 3df (at a 
significance level of On leve. patti) 2 consequently, there may or may not 
be a relationship between rough drafting used alone and _ score. 
Further investigation of this variable appears to be warranted. 

Student writers do not appear to use a common outline format, nor 
do many (approximately five percent) use the formal format often 
taught in textbooks. Some vary their format as they progress; others 
do not complete the outline before beginning a rough or final draft. 
A few outlines become progressively more elaborate until they shade 
into» the draft writing. Others begin in the middle of the draft 
writing as if to stimulate ideas or contain ideas coming too rapidly. 
Frequently, as with the outline, writers do not complete the rough 
draft before beginning the final draft. With both outlining and rough 
drafting, student writers appear to leave off development as soon as 
the ideas and structure of their essay become clear enough to be 
carried forward mentally and time is better devoted to development of 
the final draft. This phenomenon may not be so noticeable for writing 
which does not have a time restriction. 


A very few students do not use outlining or rough drafting to 


organize their ideas and _ structure their essays. These writers 


produce a final draft which is on the same topic as their outline 


and/or rough draft but in which their ideas are sequentially different 


and sometimes contextually different as well. These few writers 


appear to do their thinking on the topic through the vehicle of the 


outline and/or rough draft, but they reserve the organization and 


structunine wots that thinking for the final draft. Of course, coding 


tevigions of the rough draft in these few “Instances was almost 


Et 


7 an 
« ye) rhe detw 28.8 Sermemppewies: 
ten we wo tem ereds , ei seyhpeneds ier gn 
*sooe $e» Selo beady, girbrteth) dau: sere | 
peter cw ad Of aranggu okdalan® etfs Say | a 

vor ,tarra! snllige naiwen o say of Tesqqe on ob etoakw 4 ey 
et * iermot lqenot oft oa Cigeox@ evi meine | 
‘etetgore vend sanyer tivndd env omD2 "i 

font? vo dgwer a sateateed ovoted sgifive aff 

vie vyotd [feng ajeredeiea ede ssaiidanas scoped 
of) to wdfvblat o27 2 Gigped eperied= cantaiat siete 
‘Laboot oot erbaoe @onhd ale tabs Fo!) aesbr etetumtse of Db 
evox vit eisigeus dam oh wimeiee ankidaie at wae ex “ ha 
dosca hen vbiopo dpoed t0a7 ted Baaks hs sens aan , 
4 ico, at Joetgoleves Hie ‘alee eF rages | naest soutien 8 
of a2 Hower seLs sold eine ait herds acs tian 
rire ions | s 


git ee 


2. wht Desh fauery “0 ontnl itab naw! doe 3b etashyte wat (rev 
ie ,; : 7 


e74gigwy eased HavAaee hes allt bat seb vada 


i 


arise stds oe ttea® opie ly sin dow - slexb faut “a 


eimciv’ ws) seat? fia eae 
yi 
oo ee ee ee a 
bee poiterinesry ody oboe 
BotGoo .sotmds 20. (9¥eb 


Sa0nlt. «nu a9nrstent wad i 


104 


impossible, there being predominantly stylistic or rhetorical 
alterations but also large additions and deletions of text which were 


figurative. 


The Revision Process 

The amount of revision undertaken by grade twelve students in a 
composition examination is notable not only in its amount but also in 
the variety of types of revision made. Notable, as well, is the fact 
that weaker students revise as much as do abler students, and across 
the same revision categories. For every thousand words of rough draft 
text, students average approximately seventy revisions in writing 
their final drafts. These revisions do not encompass just spelling 
and punctuation corrections and neater handwriting, as might be 
expected; they incorporate six types of revision: mechanical, 
lexi cal esyntacticy stylistic wumiipurative, trandjerhetosical’ All 
revising undertaken by the writers could be placed in one of these six 
categories. 

The null hypothesis stated that the amount of revision from rough 
draft to finished product in each revision» category is” not 
significantly related to the quality of the finished product. A 
further hypothesis with respect to revision stated: that the:itypemand 


amount of revision between rough draft and finished composition is not 


significantly related to the topic chosen. Chi-square analysis of the 


frequency of revision by category relative to score and topic revealed 


that in neither instance was revision significantly related. The null 


hypotheses were retained. 
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Student writers revise most frequently in the stylistic category, 
this preponderance possibly being an artifact of the category design. 
Of the seventy revisions per thousand words of rough draft, 
approximately twenty-one revisions (thirty percent) are stylistic. 
These are followed in frequency by mechanical and figurative 
categories at fifteen and fourteen revisions per thousand words, 
respectively; and by syntactic, rhetorical and lexical categories with 
eight, seven and five revisions, respectively. The suggestion that 
abler students might utilize the "higher" categories of stylistic, 
figurative and rhetorical revision was not borne out, nor was there 
any evidence that these categories, which appear to require more 
thought in their application, were any less used by weaker students. 
However, there may be a qualitative difference in the use of some 
categories. 

The@stylisticrand, tova dessertextenty the irhetoricablrevistons 
undertaken by weaker students (as measured by their performance on the 
essays) tend to involve the introduction of repetition for effect; 
that is, these writers tend to revise in order to expand on their text 
by repeating in a different context what has already been said. These 


revisions are frequently intermixed with syntactic revisions made in 


the struggle to say something. Conversely, the stylistic revisions of 


abler students, although the same in number, tend to be concerned with 


how a concept is expressed as opposed to restating it. Abler students 


appear to make fewer rhetorical revisions than do weaker students, 


although not significantly so, and these too may be for other than the 


mere addition of sentences and more for the subtler rhetorical 


purposes of manipulating the reader. Abler students make fewer 


Math o> Sin, eh 

by te mae a 
 eroyn tes rietiyse eld ot Bigaewad tune coho a vat i 
agresk eogete) wile De apie lim quod: gdtonee a: si 
| 7 | ‘imibetiiel pion | 

stext dyvot to aioe beamstont yeq ee 
st4ehiete eth (2400Req qoute) epiakeie sno-—temwd 
gue A702 losbyiadooer yd es eo bowat tok 
chiot Seomnd! eq aekteivor gheenel ie seed al 
(jw celecnetes fev tng, Taateneay obssasags 26 
vyeo wl? .efevidoegert ..steketver evth tat 

/ 

‘yetivce ~ asteegedes “wegight de cemiitew sigiee 
iwi} “ne 700 .3o emo tte out aekelonat eeatsesete laa 
oye ripe ot segue dake eal vayedsh. sapre sada 
ve Treo ws s/pew vod foe geal Yne eatow pm) It Lene rhe 2) 


one 4 sew! ety lat heneh SES lebteashbeee uk od gam 
rou hasitogets ede |) ¢epiey sions had td haben 

0 nirtotzon stats vd beabdeen- on} Raiorse ilacw yd 
ane 1 Ltiieqsr to sokeouieial “ ovlovas ot bast 
jyet ‘chat? oo ieghe of soba cate, at Shes enatr neds (it 
snail lee weed vhootsa ged senolee: sia iteeio ts * al guts ' 
7 sham eoci: eso omtive usher Rae ret vitesupes? ue ” oa . 
<7 eae agubdiande ysr 08 steguase 
i om sis dguoriate , 


etnoahKote voetda ea ontsasene iimete 
* aan, 


et Ttavhuta ‘@iisov ob nads 


sf?) nets -2alde 104 od vie vo se ceed alae 
fastiotorn wstidoe efg tah) Bee cane ipa, she ona s39m 


Yewet svau asoebirte geldA ~ wed wrt sling iene to ngeoqing 


re) 


ia pophee ges otowtl ete ety 


“stv badteands nf of bie 


ai 


ma 


a 


106 


Syntactic revisions, although again not significantly so, and these 
revisions are not involved to the same extent with meaning change but 
apparently more with modification considerations. Concern for the 
correct word appears to increase with writer ability as does to some 
extent awareness of point of view. In conclusion, it would appear 
that as the general capability of writers increases, the struggle with 
what to say is replaced by the concern for how to Say’ (it. pechiis 
manifests itself in the quality, if not the quantity, of the revisions 


maaepto Chelinitial draft of an essay. 


Bridwell's Study et al: Some Comparisons 

Bridwell's (1979) research examines the revisions of one hundred 
twelfth-grade students on an informative/explanatory, "transactional" 
essay at three stages: in-process first draft, between-draft, 
in-process final draft. She established seven categories of revision 
(surface, lexical, phrase, clause, sentence, multi-sentence and text) 
after examining four existing schemes (Stallard, 1974; National 


Assessment, 1977; Liner, 1978; Smith, 1978, quoted in Bridwell, p. 


36f£.) and rejecting each as being not exhaustive and/or mutually 


° ° ° ] e 
exclusive. Each scheme, however, including Bridwell’s, is based on 


revision of an increasing quantity of syntactic structure, as opposed 


to analyzing the quality, or the intent, ofesther reviisiont efor 


example, Bridwell's surface level is concerned primarily with 


mechanical correction, but includes contraction and abbreviation 


revision, which may occur for reasons other than correctness. Her 


lexical category considered single word shifts, substitutions, 


additions/deletions which, again, could occur for a number of reasons. 
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Similarly, her other categories count additions/deletions, 
substitutions, expansions/reductions, shifts, and so on of various 
syntactic structures without accounting for the purpose, or apparent 
purpose, behind these revisions. It is the apparent reason for the 
revisions that is the focus of the present study; consequently, the 
six categories of mechanical, lexical, syntactic, Stylistic, 
figurative and rhetorical which have been established are defined on 
the basis of purpose (cf. Chapter I, Categories for Analysis of 
Change, op 12). 

Bridwell (pp. 135-139) found, amongst other things, that the mean 
number of revisions for each subject was sixty-one, or 33.8 per 100 
words of text, a considerably greater amount of revision, as would be 
expected counted at three stages, than was found by this study (70 
revisions per 1000 words) counted at only one stage of revision. Emig 
(Stallard, 1974, p. 210) reports approximately twelve revisions per 
paper for good writers and four for poor writers. Bridwell found 
surface and word level revisions to be the most frequent although, as 
suggested above, these categories are not comparable, by definition, 
to the mechanical and lexical categories established for this study on 
the basis of revision purpose. Although students made significantly 


. F A ' 
more changes "in-process" than they did "between-draft" in Bridwell's 


study, they made approximately fifty-eight changes per thousand words 


in Stage B. These revisions may compare to those found in this study 


(70 revisions/1000 words) if changes made to Bridwell's first drafts 


on the second day (Stage B) are equated to differences between rough 


and final drafts in the present study, although they probably should 


not be Bridwell does report, however, that changes at this stage 
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were concerned more with quality than those "in-draft" changes at 
Stages A and C which dealt more with search for meaning (p. 143). 

A significant finding reported in Bridwell's study!) ds that 
students in her sample "made the majority of nee changes during the 
process of writing the two drafts, rather than on the first drafts 
after they had finished writing them" (p. 141). This information was 
not available in the present study, but it is likely applicable. Much 
revision likely occurred in-process, in direct conflict, as Bridwell 
points out, with the traditional admonition of teachers to “write in 
haste, revise at leisure."' The amount of in-process revision in an 
examination situation may not be as great as was found by Bridwell, 


however. She observes: 


In actual practice, students’ either chose to or had to make 
changes as they wrote. Those who chose to revise typically 
rescanned as they composed to find out if what they had 
written meshed with their intended meaning or form. Those 
who had to revise often did so for the same reason, but they 
were forced to because of limited spelling, lexical, 
syntactic, or conceptual ability. They often struggled 
initially to’ find form and) “meaning, as theix repeated 
strikeovers and substitutions indicated. (p. 141) 


Had Bridwell investigated the quality of these revisions further, it 
could have appeared that the less able students in her sample were 
revising, as the findings in the present study suggest, not for 


qualitative purposes but for purposes of saying something, for what to 


say, and for the addition of quantity. 


Most significantly, Bridwell, corroborated to some extent by 


Stallard (1974), found that the least extensively revised papers 


tended to receive lower quality ratings and these writers tended to 


focus on only one level, usually surface or word. In factywthatiis 


exactly what the present study expected to report but does not. This 
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study, on the other hand, found that lower quality examination papers 
were not revised significantly less nor did the writers concentrate on 
any one category of revision Significantly more than did writers of 
papers at other levels of quality. Bridwell concludes that: 


- . . there are developmental differences in the ability to 
revise. More competent writers have internalized many 
writing conventions and can therefore produce a first draft 
requiring very little revision. Other successful writers 
must revise their drafts extensively in order to evolve a 
successful final draft. Less competent writers fall into 
two groups, as well. Some poor writers make very few 
changes at all, indicating that they do not perceive the 
need to revise, or they do not have the required skills to 
make alterations, or they do not have sufficient motivation 
to change their writing once it is produced. Other poor 
writers make extensive changes, particularly during 
production, but these changes are ineffectual, reflecting a 
limited range of options or overemphasis on one writing 
problem such as spelling. (p. 142) 


What the present research does suggest, contrary to Bridwell's, is 
that there are developmental differences in student ability to revise 
qualitatively. Given the motivation of the examination setting and 
the perception that revision is necessary from the examination 
booklet's space provision for "rough draft" and "finished work," poor 


writers can and do revise as much as competent writers do, and in the 


same categories. They do not, however, appear to effect the same 


quality of revision. 


Implications 


For Examination of Written Composition 


Successful writers write about what they know, be it firsthand 


: 1 Flere) 
knowledge or researched information. In testing students writing 


ability, it is only realistic to have them write on topics about which 
3 


they have some knowledge. Writing cannot occur in a vacuum. Offering 
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students a selection of writing topics from which to choose increases 
the possibility that there will be at least one topic about which each 
student knows something. However, as this study has shown, offering a 
choice of topics also introduces inequality in the difficulty of the 
topics offered and the reaction of the markers. Mellon states in 


connection with NAEP exercises, 


Another problem pertains to the structure and wording of 
fopics =~ . «, to the difficulty of formulating such topics 
in clear rhetorical terms that specify purpose, mode of 
discourse, voice, and audience in such a way that the 
compositions of different writers may be compared with one 
another and judged accordingly. (p. 35) 


The solution to the problem lies either in making all topics of equal 
difficulty so that markers will react similarly, or in offering just 
one topic. Even one topic, marked at length, may bore markers to the 


point that papers marked first may receive more favourable 


consideration. 


The syntactic structure of topics can be controlled in order that 
all topics offered exhibit the same structure. If words, phrases or 
clauses are compounded in one topic statement, they must be in all. 
If statements involve simple sentence structure, then none may vary. 
The same number of sentences must be offered for every topic. 


Students may still opt for one topic more than for others, however, 


and introduce marker bias and boredom. The order of topic statements 


might influence their selection by some students. Even athe 


Ponnotation of some words in some topics might give some writers =an 


unfair advantage over others. Without further investigation of this 


subject, there is no assurance that the same level of syntactic 


i j in the same level of their 
complexity of topics alone will result 
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Two additional factors still prevail in equalizing opportunity 
for successful composition on essay examinations. These are purpose 
and audience. The student who can develop a purpose and imagine an 
audience will likely experience more success than will the student who 
cannot. Nevertheless, as with what a writer himself brings®@ to #4 
scenario or picture, being able to develop a purpose for writing and 
imagine the audience would appear to be part of the writing process, 
and, therefore, is part of what is being examined. These factors can, 
however, be incorporated into a scenario or the writing directions 
accompanying a picture if so desired. Moffet suggests in Teaching The 
Universe of Discourse (p.33) that as a writer's ability grows his 
audience moves from “internal monologue" to a "distant, unknown 
audience." High school examinations test, at the extreme level of 
ability in this regard, success in writing for the "distant, unknown 
audience," a task which may be too demanding of high school students. 
Diederich has suggested in Measuring Growth in English (p.20) that it 
may be impossible to assess writing ability, per se, anyway, or at 
teast —to-~ quantify (it. Odell (Cooper, 1981) recommends giving 
information about audience, purpose and form to the students taking 
the test. Additional research into the effects of audience awareness 
on quality of writing as well as on writing ability generally is 


certainly needed. 


Finally, because of the significant correlation between outlining 
+) 


and rough drafting and score, this study suggests that students should 


be encouraged both to outline and to rough draft their examination 


essays While the claim of causation cannot justifiably be made, 


evidence suggests that thinking about the subject of the essay is 
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facilitated by writing ideas down, first of all in some point-form 
fashion and, secondly, in some development and elaboration of these 
points. It would not appear to be necessary to adhere to any 
particular format for outlining or even to outlining prior to, rather 
than during, the rough drafting. The procedure with which the writer 


feels most comfortable is probably the most productive. 


For Composition Instruction 


In composition courses we do not really teach our captive 
audiences to write better--we merely expect them to. And we 
do not teach them how to write better because we do not know 
how to teach them to write better. And so we merely go 
through the motions. Our courses with their tear-out 
workbooks and four pound anthologies are elaborate evasions 
of the real problem. (Christensen, 1976, p. 3) 


Bridwell (1979) observes that 
Until the characteristics of revision in the composing 
process of both competent and developing writers are more 
completely understood, the pattern of writing instruction 


which allows students to submit 'one-shot' or minimally 
revised pieces of writing for evaluation will probably 


continue to be most typical. (p. 4) 
Graves (1983) observes of young children that "without help, most 
children see little sense in revision. The dictum, 'Revise your 
writing,' leads to a few more correctly spelled words, some extra 
commas, or the erasure of black smudges in the margin” (p. 151). High 
school students, it would appear, unlike elementary school children, 
do demonstrate that they see sense in revision, and the dictum to 
Peviee doce lead to the six categories’ of revisicnsandaa surprising 
quantity of it that is identified by this study. However, the quality 


of it is another matter. Perhaps enough help has been forthcoming 


over the twelve years of their schooling to promote student revising 
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but teachers, not knowing "what children see, and the process and 
order of their seeing" (Graves, 1983, p- 151), have been unable to 
teach for quality revision. 

As with examination of written composition ability, instruction 
might best be approached not by offering a selection of topics but by 
offering one topic, possibly in the form of a picture or scenario, 
maybe on occasion a musical selection, and only sometimes a sentence 
statement. Instruction should involve students in how to approach a 
topic, rather than in a request that they write about it, at least 
initially. They should participate first in  teacher-directed 
outlining, or identifying points of class knowledge about the topic, 
whom the writing's for and why. If they cannot, it is the wrong 
topic. Secondly, they should compose the rough draft, again as a 
class under teacher direction using the blackboard perhaps, or 
chartpaper, and, ultimately, revise along with the teacher, both as 
they compose and after. 

In this manner, all students would be shown the process in 
practice and they could then be directed to practice it on their own 
with a given topic or picture, readying them for ultimate essay 


testing. They might then see what fewer than a fifth of students now 


see, that outlining is not a formal procedure, that it can be 


introducedeinto -the -middlexcoffasrovghidrabtythat 1eeiepior fhinking 
about a topic and need not, any more so than a rough draft, always be 


completed. They might also be shown that revision polishes an essay, 


adds ideas, rephrases, corrects, modifies, reorganizes, pares 


verbosity and redundancy, but does not usually restate the same thing 


in additional ways or change meanings entirely for no apparent 
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purpose. Finally, they might come to see that one cannot write about 
that of which one knows nothing. 

Nor can their teachers just assign a topic and expect quality 
writing to evolve as if by some magical process. It will not. As all 
graduate students know, the most difficult thesis chapter to write is 
chapter two, the review of the literature. Why? Because in it they 
are not writing about what they know, have researched and discovered 
and understood; they are trying to amalgamate what others know and to 
make that synthesis reasonable and well-written. olisy an 
excruciatingly difficult type of writing to do well. The most common 
writing exercise given high school students is the essay based on 
library research of what others, probably scholars, have written about 
a topic. Students are asked to perform the most difficult writing 
task of all--and this almost always without adequate instruction--the 
amalgamation of researched information. The requirement to write a 
short story or article about something they have experienced or are 
interested in, even to write a poem about an emotion or a familiar 
scene, is a much better, more realistic, writing exercise. "The 
student knows little of the world except what he has experienced. He 


must begin by writing about his worlds...) (Marrayse 6c. piel) 


"The student needs to find some personal connection with the topic in 


order to tap his tacit knowledge of the laneuage (Britton al ona. 


By) % 


One problem with the NAEP essay exercises, which is also a 
problem in classroom teaching, is that the assessors seem to 
have underestimated the arduousness of writing s oe 
activity and consequently overestimated the leve > 
investment that unrewarded and unmotivated students wou 


bring to the task. (Mellon, p.34) 
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For Research 


Theoretical research on the composing process is embryonic 
in comparison with the senectitude of instructional studies, 
and we can hope that with solid theoretical research, we 
will develop alternative models of the composing process 
that will allow us to generate important researchable 
questions about the operations and sub-processes of the 
composing process. (Sommers, 1979, p. 49) 


Implications of this study for future research may be drawn from 
all three areas of the study. Further investigation is needed of what 
constitutes a fair and equitable topic for composition examination 
purposes. It appears that in order to examine writing ability of 
students, examinations which offer more than one topic are unjust. 
Examinations which offer only one topic must also be controlled for 
marker boredom and bias. Possibly the best way to achieve this is to 
offer not one topic statement but a scenario consisting of a paragraph 
or two to which all examinees must’ respond. Better still, a 
picture--dare one suggest a musical selection--to which the writers 
must respond offers an innumerable set of topics but each topic is 
that which the writer brings to the picture, a measure, in fact, of a 
part of the writer's composition ability iHtseli.athe tidentifieattonitos 
the topic, and part of what the examination should be attempting to 
assess. 

Are all students given an equal opportunity for response when a 
presented? What of a picture? A three dimensional 


scenario is 


object? Or music? Should purpose and audience be stated in 


accompanying directions on an essay examination, or is the ability to 


invent these part of what is being examined? When purpose and 


audience are stated, is there a difference in product, and, if so, 


; 9 
what Kind? What motivates students: to select one» topic over another? 
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Is topic order alone Significant, or in connection with syntactic 
structure? Do different students hold different purposes for writing 
on the same topic? Do these result in different modes? In different 
quality? The entire concept of rhetorical context for writing 
requires’ study. Can topic statements be developed which are 
syntactically equal in complexity? If so, does the same level of 
syntactic complexity among topics result in the same level of their 
difficulty for student writers? 

In this study, rough drafting used alone was shown to correlate 
only marginally with score. Is this correlation due to chance, or 
not? Do students, in fact, write as well using just a rough draft, or 
is the outline required in conjunction with the rough draft, as is 
shown by this study, before correlation with higher scores is 
obtained? Could a controlled study be devised to prove causation? 
Further research may be necessary to ensure that Type II error has not 
been introduced in connection with the question of rough drafting used 
alone. 

What effect does motivation have on whether or not prewriting 
activities will affect ultimate writing quality? Are students more 
motivated to write a composition examination than a research essay or 
the same correlations relative to prewriting and 


amshorti«story % «Do 


score found by this study pertain to non-examination writing? 


Donald Murray (1978) has described revision as the "least 


researched, least examined, least understood, and usually least 


aught" a(ps85)d of themwriting jprocesses. In this study, stylistic 


revision was shown to predominate over other categories of revision. 


Was this due to the category design? Are there other stylistic 
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characteristics against which writing quality might be assessed, e.g., 
density, metaphoric language (Winterowd, 1975, p.- 300), direction of 
modification (Herrick, 1979), types of modification (Hunt, 1970)? Do 
current teaching practices result in the predominance of stylistic 
revision in examination writing, or is it a natural characteristic of 
language use? Would the same data be available from non-examination 
writing? At the post-high school level? Could an instructional 
technique be devised to systematically teach revision? What effect on 
composition quality would use of such a technique have? What effect 
on composition quality would emphasizing one of the other five 
categories of revision (besides stylistic) have? And, finally, what 
is the real qualitative difference, if any, among revision categories 
which students of different writing abilities use in writing? Would a 
holistic scale of six, as opposed to four, be more definitive in this 
regard? 

In summary, research into the composing process, as Sommers 
suggests above, is still in its infancy. More questions are generated 
than are answered in a study such as this. However, research into the 
writing product, as well as study of the writing process, can reveal 
much about the process and will do so in a fashion which may be 


controlled to the extent necessary for valid, reliable research. Much 


remains to be investigated: Should a choice of topics be given on 


composition examinations? Will the same level of syntax among topics 


festlt dn the same level ‘of difficulty?  Shouldpone topic cul, (be 


i i i music be the stimulus for 
given, or should a scenario, a picture, or 


tests of writing ability? Should the audience be identified? The 


purpose? The form? Can an effective outlining and rough drafting 
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process be taught? Can the revision process be taught more 
effectively than it now is? This much is known: 

1. Where a number of topics is offered for examining 
writing ability, the topic selected bears a significant 
relationship to the score obtained. 

2. The type and amount of revision carried out on an essay 
is not related to the topic chosen. 

3. Students who employ an outline and a rough draft 
together score significantly higher on their essays than 
those who do not. 

4, The amount of revision which occurs between the rough 
and final draft of an essay in an examination setting is 
not related to the quality of the essay obtained, 
although the quality of the revision may be. 

The fact that all students do much more revision of their writing in 
an examination setting than was initially suspected is surprising in 
itself. The need now is to determine how that revision might be 


directed toward the production of higher quality writing from all 


students. 
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APPENDIX A 


The Alberta Written Composition 


Achievement Test for 1978 


(Note: This examination booklet was printed 
on both sides of the page; consequently, 
pages "For Rough Work" were found on the 
left-hand side of the open booklet facing 


pages "For Finished Work.") 


128 


| Pines 
7 va 7 2m 
ah a x ,, : 
a i : . 
_ th 
' nop i) 
— i 
‘ 
= Th . uy 
-~ ~~ 
eG, : : 
al 
> , 
“i 7 
; >) 
taps 7 Ak 
“ 
4 
a Ad a 
' 4} 
_ 


i, #0 pe ia ~ 


betniny onM 15M oie “wer . 
(Ylang e909 

it. to. hua} th 
satis Neodnihos me 


yi fib 20 ina 


129 


EDUCATION 


SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL ENGLISH — WRITTEN EXPRESSION 


SECTION A |— GENERAL DIRECTIONS 
The time allowed for this test is 2 hours. 


Choose ONE of the STATEMENTS on page one as a basis for your composition and consider the 
SUGGESTIONS FOR WRITING outlined on page one. 


The booklet provides pages for rough work and for finished work. Pages labelled FOR FINISHED 
WORK should contain your completed draft. Neat revisions on these pages are acceptable. 
Provide a title for your composition. 


You may use a dictionary and any other reference books, such as a thesaurus and writer's guide, 
which are used to assist in the accuracy and effectiveness of expression. 


Finished work written in blue or black ink will be appreciated. ¥ 


How well you write is more important than how much you write. Your composition, however, 
should be of a length which permits you to develop and present your ideas effectively. 


(This test was created by Alberta teachers, and the format has been field-tested in Alberta schools.) 


To ensure accuracy in the handling of your booklet, Section B and C must be completed as 
follows: 


SECTION B—-Check label carefully. (Notify the Presiding Examiner if the name on the 
label does not correspond to your name.) Place label in the dotted box. 


IF NO LABEL HAS BEEN PROVIDED, fill in the necessary information 
in the space provided. 


SECTION C--From the label, write vour student number in thc area designated. If NO 
LABEL has been provided, omit Section C. 


Upon the completion of the test, seal the booklet with the seal provided and return to the Presiding 
Ezaminer. 
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SCORING OF WRITTEN EXPRESSION 


Writing will be scored on the strengths shown in the selection, organization, development, and 
expression of the ideas and feelings you present on the topic you choose. Each paper will be 
scored according to the category in which most of the strengths lie. 


CATEGORIES 


4. Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of exceptional thought and ex- 
pression. Carefully chosen and closely related supporting thoughts and details develop 
the central idea or theme. The content is organized so that the writer's interpretation, 
attitude, and purpose are clear. The expression reveals a mature use of sentence struc. 
ture, grammar, spelling, and vocabulary. Such writing demands respect. At the com- 
pletion of High School some students produce writing of this quality. 


. Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of proficient thought and ex- 
pression. Appropriate supporting thoughts and details develop the central idea or theme. 
The content is organized so that the writer’s interpretation, attitude, and purpose are 
quite clearly seen. The expression reveals a mastery of sentence structure, grammar, 
‘spelling, and vocabulary. Such writing prompts attention. At the completion of High 
School many students produce writing of this quality. 


Some writing gives the. impression that it is the product of limited thought and expres- 
sion. Conventional thoughts and details develop the central idea or theme. The content 
is organized so that-the writer’s interpretation, ottitude, and purpose are somewhat 
vague. The expression reveais a mechanical approach to sentence structure, grammar, 
spelling, and vocabulary. Such writing is usually accepted as adequate. At the comple. . 
tion of High School most students produce writing of this quality. 


Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of unorganized thought and ex- 
pression. A Pection of ied ideas leaves the central idea or theme uncertain. The 
content is presented so that the writer’s interpretation, attitude, and purpose are some~ 


i unclear. The expression reveals a lack of assurance in sentence structure, gram- 
nee spelling, and yoeuulaey At the completion of High School some students may 


produce writing of this quality. 


Please note that the markers, in general, will concentrate on your strengths. 
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ASSIGNMENT: Choose ONE of the following STATEMENTS as a ee for your co ition 
and consider the SUGGESTIONS FOR WRITING outlined beiow. 4 ee 


Check the STATEMENT 
STATEMENTS you have chosen 


1. The most important freedom is the freedom to pursue 
one’s dreams, 


- Modern society treats young people and old people in 
the same ways. 


Money and material goods are not necessarily the 
Measures of success and happiness. 


Nature in Alberta expresses itself in beautiful 
extremes. , 


Young people should have a greater say in government 
for it is their future that is being shaped. 


It is a myth that young people are rebellious. They are, 
_ in fact, of any group the most docile and the most 
resistant to change. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR WRITING 

No matter which statement you write about, make your central idea or theme clear. Support 
it with information and observations from vour reading, viewing, and first-hand experiences. Use 
the prose writing methods and techniques which permit you to express your ideas most con- 
fidently. Some possible ways are as follows: 

— Construct arguments to persuade someone to accept your point of view. 

— Describe situations which will illustrate and support the statement you have chosen. 

— Explain your point of view by referring to someone or something you know or have read about. 


— Compare the situation in the statement with one from your own experience. 


— Agree or disagree with the statement. 
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Score l 


Number of words in rough drafts (N=31): 7985 
Number of papers with no rough drafts: 5 
Average number of words per paper: 257.58 


Range of words in l-score papers: 101-565 


Number of Revisions by Category in 1-Score Papers 
Revisions/1000 Words 


Category Revisions of Rough Draft 
Mechanical eA bs lS 
Lexical 26 3.<26 
Syntactic 93 LS6S 
Stylistic 182 DAIL os) 
Figurative LOZ LZ a 
Rhetorical 74 9.27 
Sr nnn EE 
Total 598 74489 
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Score 2 


Number of words in rough drafts (N=35): 13585 
* Number of papers with no rough drafts: 1 
Average number of words per paper: 399.56 


Range of words in 2-score papers: 223-765 


Number of Revisions by Category in 2-Score Papers 
Revisions/1000 Words 


Category Revisions of Rough Draft 
Mechanical 245 18.04 
Lexical 65 4.79 
Syntactic 124 Gols 
Stylistic 296 Zed 9 
Figurative 250 18.40 
Rhetorical 69 5.08 
Total 1049 PheZs 
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* One paper bore so little comparison to its rough draft that counts 


of any specific changes were not possible. 
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Score 3 


Number of words in rough drafts (N=35): 17092 
Number of papers with no rough drafts: 1 
Average number of words per paper: 488.34 


Range of words in 3-score papers: 137-875 


Number of Revisions by Category in 3-Score Papers 
Revisions/1000 Words 


Category Revisions of Rough Draft 
Mechanical 200 TEL AO0 
Lexical 2)5) 5.50 
Syntactic 114 6.6% 
Stylistic 287 16.79 
Figurative 242 £4 56 
Rhetorical 116 6.79 
Total 1054 61.67 
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Score 4 


Number of words in rough drafts (N=32): 17733 
Number of papers with no rough drafts: 4 
Average number of words per paper: 554.16 


Range of words in 4-score papers: 190-1007 


Number of Revisions by Category in 4-Score Papers 


Revisions/1000 Words 


Category Revisions of Rough Draft 
Mechanical 242 137'0> 
Lexical 90 08 
Syntactic say) 6.60 
Stylistic 398 Z2 44 
Figurative 209 11379 
Rhetorical LZ O.572 
nnn a 
Total 1168 65.88 
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Sample Coding Card 
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£51 
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Examination I.D. #603-4 
Score: 4 

Topics "a6 

Words in rough draft: 432 


Categories: Tally: Totals: Remarks 
Mechanical. (aay -// 7 8 
Lexical ) i 
Syntactic Wein a 8 
Stylistie Prt i} 
Figurative by 4 
Rhetorical 0 


Note: The remarks column was used for examples of rough draft text 
and revised final draft text, which later provided data for 
Chapter V. This column also indicated if there were no rough 
draft, if the révisions were idlosyneratic,. of (if pthes paper 
were atypical in some other manner. The researcher also made 


notes here about insights and ideas as they occurred. 
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Revision Categories 
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Mechanical: 


Note l: 


Note 2: 


Lexical: 


Note: 


Syntactic: 


Los 


these are revisions which involve a correction. 
These might include punctuation, spelling, agreement, 
tense and capitalization revisions; revisions from 
abbreviated or contracted forms to non-abbreviated or 
non-contracted forms. 

not all punctuation revisions are mechanical; use of 
the hyphen, for example, for clarifying modification 
(eter, red brick house/red-brick house), or 
punctuation to eliminate fragments or run-ons are 
syntactic revisions. 

revisions which involve use of recognized acronyms 
such as Nato are mechanical; however, revisions from 
such abbreviations to their full form in the final 
draft are classified as stylistic, as are revisions 


from non-contracted forms to their contracted forms. 


these are revisions which change a single word for 


denotative purposes only. 


connotative changes are classified as stylistic, 
e.g., politician/statesman; and level changes are 


stylistic as well, e.g., told/informed. 


these are revisions within the sentence affecting the 


relationship between the syntactic parts; i.e., 


changing a word to a phrase, a phrase to a clause, 


predication, subordination, modification, and 


coordination. 
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Note: 


Figurative: 


Note: 


Rhetorical: 
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these are revisions, including connotation, level, 
voice, and clause inversion which paraphrase or are 
optional in nature and about which a judgment of 


better or worse (but not wrong) might be made. 
stylistic revision might be considered as micro- 


rhetorical changes. 


these are revisions which may go beyond the sentence 


boundary to increase or decrease the specificity, 
concreteness, generality or abstraction of the text. 


these revisions may be considered an expansion (or 
reduction) on the original text; i.e., additional (or 
reduced) modification of a term which is already 
modified, or additional (or subtracted) sentences to 
expand (or reduce) a concept and thereby increase (or 


decrease) its specificity and/or concreteness. 


these are revisions which almost always go beyond the 
sentence to manipulate the reader; i.e., sentence 
type changes such as declarative to interrogative, 
introduction of paragraphing, underlining for 
emphasis, reordering sentences, and adding sentences 


which reiterate for emphasis rather than expand on a 


concept. 
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In Chapter I, Limitations and Assumptions (p. 17), the suggestion 
was made of the possibility of contamination of the holistic scoring 
procedure itself due to the occasional lack of a rough draft adversely 
influencing the markers. The following t-test (Ferguson, 1981, 
pp. 179ff.) statistically compares scores awarded by the same markers 
on papers of the same "agreement" value but with and without rough 
drafts. Eleven papers ranging in score from 1 to 4 in the subsample 
had no rough drafts--145 papers in the sample had no rough drafts. 
The marks awarded on these eleven papers were compared to marks 
awarded by the same markers on papers with rough drafts to determine 
if there was a significant difference in the marks awarded by the same 
markers to papers with and without rough drafts. 

Marker numbers were matched to the same "agreement'' scores on 
papers with and without rough drafts to ensure comparability. Twenty- 
eight markers were found who had marked both papers without rough 
drafts and papers of the same "agreement" score with rough drafts. 
Borliydt (i= 1). a "t'" value of L.703%ie significant at the 05) tevel 
of confidence. A calculated value for "t" of 0.746 was established 


using the formula 


2D 


tC oe" 
7 (D< = GD) Oe 1) 


Hence, no significant difference is deemed to exist between marks 


awarded by the same marker to papers without rough drafts and to 


papers with rough drafts. The holistic scoring procedure is not 


considered to be contaminated, therefore, by the absence of a rough 


draft in some papers. 
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VITAE 


NAME: Thomas Walter Gee 
PLACE OF BIRTH: Cupar, Saskatchewan 
YEAR OF BIRTH: 1940 


POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION AND DEGREES: 


Royal Military College of Canada 
Kingston, Ontario 
BO O9=1963). 7B. AY 


University of Calgary 
Calgary, Alberta 
1966/67-1968/69 M.Ed. 


HONOURS AND AWARDS 


Hilroy Fellowship for Innovation in Education 
LORS 


RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE 


English Teacher 
Calgary School Division No. 41l 
1967-1976 


Chairman, Language Arts Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee, Alberta Education 
1977-1980 


Chairman, Junior High Language Arts 
Curriculum Committee, Alberta Education 
1982tt? 


Interim Superintendent of Schools 
North Peace Catholic Schools Authority 
1977 

Fairview School Division No. 50 

1983 


Examination & Technical Review Committees 
English Diploma & Achievement Examinations 
Alberta Education 

1983fts 
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Language Arts Consultant, Alberta Education 


1976-1983 

Associate Director/Acting Director, Alberta Education 
POSSE ; 

PUBLICATIONS 

(1) "Academic Option - Creative Writing," Alberta English, Vol. 10, 
Number 2, 1970, pp. 33-38. eres se miaery 

(2) "Teaching a Unit in Canadian Literature," Alberta English, Vol. 
11, Number 2, 1971, pp. 10-13 (Also in The English Quarterly, 
Vol. 7, Number 4, 1974/75, pp. 21-26.) 

(3) Editor, How Can a Song be Blue: Verse by the Students of 
Alberta for Project Pandora, English Council of the Alberta 
Teachers' Association, 1973. 

(4) Editor, A Nickel's Worth of Wishing: Short Stories by High 
School Students of Alberta, English Council of the Alberta 
Teachers' Association, 1974. 

(5) Literary Map of Alberta, English Council of the Alberta 

| Teachers' Association, 1976. 

(6) Assistant Editor, Literary Glimpses of the Commonwealth, J. 
Bell, «Ed., Toronto: Wiley & Sons, 1977. 

(7) Editor, Alberta English, English Council of the Alberta 
Teachers’ Association, 1977-1979. 

(8)> “Language Arts’ "B’ Option,” E-R.1.C. Resources in) Education, 
June, 1978. 

(9) “Creative Writing in High School," E.R:I.C. Resources in 
Education, July, 1978. 

(10) Editorial Board, Western Canada Literature for Youth, (10 
Titles), Edmonton: Alberta Education, 1979. 

(11) “Canlit," Indiana English, Vol. 3, Number 1, 1979, pp. 28-29. 

(12) "The Role of Love in the Teaching of English," Alberta English, 


Vol. 20, Number 1, 1981, pp. 21-22. 


Articles, editorials, short stories & poetry in Western Angling, 
Western Sportsman, Outdoor Canada, Alberta English, Alberta 


Poetry Yearbook, CBC Alberta Radio Anthology, Explore Magazine, 
English Quarterly, Watershed, ATA Magazine, Highway One, Western 
Canadian Literature for Youth, They Also _ Write, Western 


Producer, Explorations, Glass Canyons. 
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